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ABSTRACT 
 
This dissertation takes the case study of Kibale National Park in Uganda and analyzes different 
actors’ moral negotiations to understand how well- intended improvement schemes in the fields 
of conservation and development can lead to oppressive governance and the strengthening of 
centralized control. The violent eviction of 30,000 local people from the park in 1992 marked a 
turning point in conservation approaches, after which donors, state agencies, and NGOs 
increasingly aimed to consider the rights of villagers living near protected areas. My research 
details the ways that, despite good intentions, many of these efforts amounted to a coercive 
combination of older styles of exclusionary conservation management with new manipulative 
community-based and neoliberal conservation and development projects, privileging small 
groups of local elites and further marginalizing their poorest neighbors. During 13 months of 
field work in 2006 and 2008, I conducted multi- level and multi-sited ethnographic research 
around the park, in Kampala, and abroad. For this purpose, I did participant observation in while 
spending one-month periods living with eight host families three villages, I interviewed villagers, 
NGO employees, state agents, and donor representatives, and I collected documents from various 
institutions’ libraries and archives. I applied these methods to capture the connections between 
local and global governance and to investigate the influence of local historical contexts. Building 
on literatures in environmental anthropology, the anthropology of development, and the 
anthropology of morality, this dissertation illustrates the importance of class affiliation and 
professional disciplining versus localized exposure to alternative moral frameworks in 
influencing actors’ moral negotiations toward the reproduction or the transformation of 
hegemonic modes of governance. 
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION 
 
“Let every individual and institution now think and act as a responsible trustee of Earth, seeking 
choices in ecology, economics and ethics that will provide a sustainable future, eliminate 
pollution, poverty and violence, awaken the wonder of life and foster peaceful progress in the 
human adventure.” 
(John McConnell, founder of International Earth Day) 
 
In the last few decades, widely circulating apocalyptic messages about the loss of ecosystems, 
declining biodiversity, natural disasters, poverty, starvation, and disease have mobilized a large 
variety of actors working to secure the fate of our planet. These actors, including representatives 
of international donors, state agencies, and NGOs, but also individual citizens, often appropriate 
a range of conservation and development ideologies and use them as sources of moral guidance 
in their efforts to tackle identified problems. Such efforts usually involve attempts to change 
people’s behaviors, to govern others, in order to implement certain visions of a better world, or 
imagined futures. This dissertation examines the moral considerations that underlie, guide, and 
justify such governance in the fields of conservation and development as implemented in and 
around Kibale National Park, Uganda.  
National parks attract many actors who have different ideas about the purposes of these 
natural areas and how they should be managed, thereby forming rich sites of cultural production 
(Brosius 1999). In addition, “Africa” is often portrayed as a continent in trouble and in desperate 
need of improvements, or as “a scar on the conscience of the world,” in the words of former 
British Prime Minister Tony Blair (Ferguson 2006:2). Thus, national parks in Africa invoke a 
wide range of globally circulating moral discourses, and form particularly suitable sites to 
examine the relation between morality and governance on the ground, and to identify the ways in 
which the resulting practices define the relation (1) between humans and nature; and (2) between 
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different social groups. In this dissertation, I present ethnographic insights into the ways various 
actors (re)produce specific ideologies and thereby contribute to maintain or challenge structural 
social inequalities implicit in efforts to protect natural resources and/or to alleviate poverty. My 
analysis uses the environmental justice ideology as a benchmark, through which I want to 
emphasize the rights and needs of the politically and economically most marginalized people. 
Thus, this dissertation can prove valuable for individuals engaging in governance since it 
identifies potentials for conservation and development practices to become socially more just. 
In the following sections, I outline the theoretical foundations underlying this research, 
with strong roots in environmental anthropology, anthropology of development, and 
anthropology of morality. In the first section, I provide a brief overview of global historical 
trends in conservation efforts since the colonial period, illustrating the complex intersections 
between conservation and development, and the consequences for the people targeted by the 
implementation of these ideologies. In the second section, I reexamine the question previously 
posed by other scholars, namely why well- intended schemes in conservation and development 
tend to fail dramatically in improving the human condition. I introduce my analytical focus on 
morality and moral negotiations that sheds a different light on this question, which I further 
outline in the third and fourth sections by discussing the theoretical background and the 
particular analytical approach taken in this dissertation. The fifth section provides a brief 
overview of the manifestation of global conservation ideologies in the history of Kibale National 
Park, something discussed in more detail in Chapter 2. I describe the methods applied during 
field research in the sixth section, reflect on my positionality as a former biologist and biological 
anthropologist in the seventh section, and outline the dissertation in the eight section. 
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1.1 From Exclusion to Participation 
Scholars generally agree on the definition of a few subsequent and overlapping trends in global 
conservation efforts since the colonial era. On this basis, I distinguish between four major 
conservation ideologies, particularly as circulated and put into practice by international and 
national institutions, namely (1) colonial utilitarian exclusionary conservation manifested in the 
form of forest and game reserves; (2) (neo)colonial aesthetic exclusionary conservation 
manifested in the form of national parks; (3) neocolonial community-based conservation 
manifested through approaches such as Integrated Conservation and Development and 
Community-Based Natural Resource Management; and (4) neoliberal conservation manifested 
through the commodification of nature. These conservation ideologies have been strongly 
dictated by the perceived role of nature and natural resources in human progress and by 
emerging global development ideologies since World War II.  
During the colonial era, large-scale appropriation and exploitation of natural resources by 
the different empires became facilitated, but also managed, through the establishment of forest 
and game reserves, often involving the displacement of local people and the criminalization of 
their subsistence activities (Brockington 2002, Davis 2007, Grove 1995 1997, Kjeskhus 1977, Li 
2007, MacKenzie 1988, Steinhart 1989). The utilitarian ideology, with nature considered as a 
source of progress for the empires, was soon joined by the aesthetic ideology, which emerged in 
the United States in the late nineteenth century and rapidly spread to other continents, leading to 
the establishment of national parks worldwide. This new aesthetic foundation for conservation 
involved ideas about the separation of humans and nature, with purified nature representing a 
contrast for progress as Gardens of Eden, but also a symbol for progress in the form of human 
control over the environment (Kosek 2004). The national park movement was a more decisive 
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move toward the exclusion of local people and the prioritization of “non-extractive 
consumption” of aesthetics and biodiversity through tourism and science. People all over the 
world experienced displacement, lost access to resources, and became increasingly exposed to 
wild animals crossing the sharp boundaries of protected areas to raid crops or predate on 
livestock (Agrawal & Redford 2009, Anthony et al 2010, Brockington & Igoe 2006, Neumann 
1998, Ramutsindela 2004, Spence 1999, Wambuguh 2007, Woodroffe et al. 2005).  
Development gained particular momentum in the late colonial period, after World War II, 
as an expression of the idea that the global south was “underdeveloped” and needed drastic 
reforms to promote economic growth and technological advancement in order to attain the same 
stage of progress as the global north. Development has maintained relatively strong levels of 
uniformity and continuity since, due to the fact it has most intensively been promoted by a few 
international donor organizations, such as the World Bank and USAID, and changes were 
primarily superficial (Escobar 1995). However, different development ideologies can still be 
discerned and donor organizations have particularly shifted back and forth between, and 
attempted to combine, neoliberal development and poverty alleviation. Many authors have 
characterized the development industry as engaging in generally destructive and disempowering 
patterns of global governance, reinforcing northern economic domination (e.g. Cooper & 
Packard 1997, Crewe & Harrison 1998, Escobar 1995, Ferguson 1990, Grillo & Sirrat 1997, 
Kothari & Minogue 2002, Lewis & Mosse 2006, Li 2007, Maren 1997, Mosse 2005 2011, Mosse 
& Lewis 2005, Rapley 1996, Ufford & Giri 2003, Weaver 2008). Despite evidence that 
development has caused environmental degradation and exacerbated poverty, efforts to create 
improved conservation ideologies have continued to build on the protection of designated natural 
areas as complemented by the reproduction of development ideologies.  
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In the 1980s, international donors, state agencies, and NGOs were faced by mounting 
pressure from people living around protected areas, as well as activists and scholars, to address 
concerns about human rights and environmental justice. The resulting moral negotiations by 
conservationists formed a highly creative and promising moment in conservation governance 
globally. They contributed to the formulation of a new community-based conservation ideology 
that attempted to merge conservation goals with efforts to improve local people’s livelihoods and 
efforts to recognize their understandings of nature. However, in their moral negotiations and the 
creation of the associated new policies and project proposals, the international donors, state 
agencies, and NGOs rarely engaged in a fundamental questioning of the exclusionary foundation 
of conservation. Instead, they heavily relied on development ideologies, particularly poverty 
alleviation and its associated participatory development approach. The resulting community-
based conservation ideology focused on income-generation and local people’s involvement in 
conservation management, especially through Integrated Conservation and Development and 
Community-Based Natural Resource Management projects, which were seen as legitimate ways 
to address existing concerns.  
While this new conservation ideology presented many opportunities, these rarely 
materialized successfully. Many scholars have found that community-based conservation efforts 
tend to rely on oversimplified ideas of homogenous communities and patterns of resource use, 
ignoring the role of local and regional political struggles, thereby furthering the unequal 
distribution of benefits (Agrawal & Gibson 1999 2001, Blaikie 2006, Brosius et al. 2005, 
Dressler et al. 2010, Gibson & Marks 1995, Igoe 2006, Matthews & Missingham 2009, Ribot 
1995, Songorwa 1999). In addition, several scholars have pointed out that local people’s 
involvement in management often occurs on the basis of conditions set by conservation 
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organizations, involving various methods to impose institutional ideologies (Agrawal 2005, 
Blaser 2009, Goldman 2003 2011, Hanson 2007, Mavhunga & Dressler 2007, Nadasdy 2003, 
West 2008). It is not uncommon for small groups of local elites to benefit from community-
based conservation projects by obtaining permission for limited resource extraction and/or by 
gaining access to financial benefits on the condition that they engage in conservation activities, 
such as reporting illegal resource collection by their neighbors. Thus, rather than realizing its 
emancipatory potentials, this shift toward community-based conservation set the stage for 
continued centralized control and exploitation of natural resources, as well as for intensified and 
more intimate efforts to develop rural people, to pull them into the capitalist system, often 
leading to increasing class differentiation and further oppression of the most marginalized.  
 Although donors shifted to poverty alleviation as the primary development ideology in 
the 1980s and 1990s, neoliberal development never disappeared and gave rise to neoliberal 
conservation, based on the valuation, commercialization, and privatization of nature (Castree 
2008a 2008b, Duffy & Moore 2010, Fletcher 2010, Igoe & Brockington 2007, Igoe & Croucher 
2007, MacDonald 2005 2010, McCarthy & Prudham 2004). Community-based conservation 
projects already often included income-generating projects for people living near the natural area 
or resources concerned. Some of these projects promoted small farm businesses, while others 
promoted businesses on the basis of the “sustainable use” of natural resources, for example game 
hunting for tourists. These latter types of projects increasingly involved new actors, particularly 
foreign private investors, who complicated the collection of stakeholders and the power 
imbalances between them. The prioritization of “community” and local views of nature under 
community-based conservation was easily destabilized when actors on international and national 
levels recognized economic opportunities through the privatization of nature.  
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I previously mentioned that I use the environmental justice ideology as a benchmark in 
this dissertation. I do not consider this ideology an institutional conservation ideology since it 
emerged from different roots. It does, however, contain the ambition and potential to 
fundamentally transform such conservation ideologies. The environmental justice ideology first 
emerged among grassroots activists and academics in the US in the early 1980s as a response to 
concerns about toxic waste dumps in communities made up of low-income households and 
people of color, but soon became relevant in a broader global context due to the recognition of 
environmental imperialism and economic and corporate globalization as causing large-scale 
pollution and deforestation (Bryant 1995, Byrne et al 2002, Cole and Foster 2001). These authors 
emphasize that the problems stem from the pursuits of development and the associated 
socioeconomic differentiation, which means that solutions require radical changes to 
contemporary global governance, thereby posing challenges to powerful institutional frameworks 
and practices.  
It is crucial to note that the focus of environmental justice is not simply on environmental 
pollution and degradation and the effects for health and livelihoods of local communities, but 
includes the role of environmental policy and measures that rely on a differential burdening of 
already marginalized communities (Pezzullo & Sandler 2007, Rhodes 2003). Rhodes quotes the 
definition of environmental justice from the Environmental Justice Center of the Environmental 
Protection Agency as follows, with the phrase between square brackets as his own addition: 
“The fair treatment of all races, cultures, incomes, and educat ional levels with respect 
to the development, implementation, and enforcement of environmental laws, 
regulations, and policies. Fair treatment implies that no population of people should 
be forced to shoulder a disproportionate share of the negative environmental impacts 
of pollution or environmental hazards [or be denied a proportionate share of the 
positive benefits of environmental regulation or programs] due to lack of political or 
economic strength.” (Rhodes 2003:19).  
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While this definition explicitly refers to pollution and environmental hazards, it could easily be 
extended to cover environmental degradation and the associated countermeasures, such as 
natural resource management and the establishment of protected areas (cf. Peet & Watts 2004, 
Zerner 2000). For example, people living in and around protected areas are subjected to 
“environmental laws, regulations, and policies,” are exposed to crop raiding animals, and are 
regularly “denied a proportionate share” of benefits derived from those areas.  
On this basis, I suggest that the localized resistances and academic analyses that 
addressed injustices surrounding protected areas management, and triggered reflections on the 
aesthetic exclusionary conservation ideology in the 1980s, matched the objectives of the 
environmental justice ideology even if the term itself was not yet widely applied1. While these 
efforts were largely unsuccessful, they have not disappeared. Throughout this dissertation, I 
identify discourses and practices that pursue environmental justice and I aim to shed new light on 
investigations into the failure of the conservation industry to seriously respond to them. I do so 
by building on previous scholarship on governance and failure, and by applying a new 
theoretical perspective of morality in governance. 
 
1.2 Good Intentions and Failed Schemes 
The creation and implementation of new conservation ideologies since the 1980s reflects a 
frustrated progression from a creative and promising moment to the strengthening of centralized 
control, and the improved position of local state representatives and local elites, usually at the 
expense of the most marginalized people living around protected areas. Similar progressions are 
described by Scott (1998) and Ferguson (1990). They show how administrators with “good 
                                                                 
1
 The term “human rights” was more common. Although environmental justice and human rights have different 
roots, I consider pursuits of human rights to also contribute to environmental justice. 
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intentions” end up creating misguided blueprints primarily due to the appropriation of 
institutional discourses that misrepresent the local situation, for example by applying high 
modernist perspectives on the creation of social landscapes, by misidentifying problems, by 
depoliticizing national and local settings, by oversimplifying regional histories, and by 
generalizing local variation. Scott and Ferguson then investigate how the encounter of these 
blueprints with local realities during implementation strengthens “power” and leads to the overall 
failure to improve the human condition. Thus, Scott and Ferguson basically identify two crucial 
points that contribute to the failure: when “good intentions” are translated into blueprints by 
administrators and when blueprints are translated into implementation by agents in the field.  
Ferguson wonders why this process that contributes to the strengthening of “power” 
appears as if planned through a conspiracy, but argues that the effects were actually unintended 
side-effects. He explains that “a “development” project may very well serve power, but in a 
different way than any of the “powerful” actors imagined; it may only wind up, in the end, 
“turning out” to serve power” (Ferguson 1990:19). Thus, he proposes a more thorough 
examination of the processes and struggles associated with reproduction. While neo-Marxists 
argue that development does not fundamentally challenge the political and economic structures 
that maintain poverty and inequality in the first place, and thereby reproduce or strengthen the 
status quo (i.e. state surveillance), Ferguson claims that this approach leaves the process of 
reproduction unexamined, as a mysterious “black box.” He launches the term “the anti-politics 
machine” to argue that institutions’ depoliticizing practices contribute to expanding state power. 
Ferguson’s analysis points to the role of institutionalized discourses that direct implementation, 
and to the role of local cultural and political interests that interfere with this implementation. 
However, as Cooper (1990) stresses, he fails to examine how such discourses and interests are 
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produced. In fact, Ferguson claims: “It is perhaps preferable to try to get a better idea of what 
“development” does before hazarding an exp lanation for how and why it came about” (Ferguson 
1990:xiv). In addition, like Scott, Ferguson takes the “good intentions” of the individuals doing 
the governing for granted, but considers them irrelevant and misguided since they hide implicit 
institutional and neocolonial processes that further strengthen global inequality on the basis of 
race, ethnicity, and class. Ferguson states:  
“[…] the approach to be taken to the problem of the “development” industry in 
Lesotho will be, in keeping with the anthropological approach, “decentered” – that is, 
it will locate the intelligibility of a series of events and transformations not in the 
intentions guiding the actions of one or more animating subjects, but in the 
systematic nature of the social reality which results from those actions” (Ferguson 
1990:18).  
Scott and Ferguson both perceive “good intentions” as something abstract that administrators 
possess before the formation of blueprints, some internal state of goodness. They assume the 
existence of sincere willingness to improve the human condition, but they leave such willingness 
unproblematized and focus their analytical attention elsewhere. I argue that our assumptions 
concerning the concept of “intentions” contribute to obscure factors driving processes of 
reproduction in governance. Intentions are of course unknowable, inaccessible to any outsider. 
The question remains if intentions even exist outside of discourse. I suggest that it is necessary to 
abandon the concept of “intentions” and instead focus on their social manifestations through 
contestable and negotiable moral discourses with variable linkages to governance. I want to 
stress the role of the historically situated individual and challenge the idea implicit in the work 
by Scott and Ferguson that such individuals are unknowing, passive, and unagentive vehicles of 
power; even those actors perceived as vehicles for reproduction often actively struggle to decide 
what would be “the right thing” to do (cf. Li 2005, Ufford & Giri 2003). Thus, in this 
dissertation, in an effort to examine the dynamic interaction between authoritative global 
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discourses, individual considerations, and action in the field, I focus on the individual and his/her 
moral narratives and moral decisions in context. Understanding the ways in which actors form, 
express, impose, and adjust their moral values, given the historical, institutional, cultural, and 
geographical constraints within which the they operate, can provide new insight into processes of 
reproduction and transformation in the creation and/or implementation of blueprints.  
In the following section, I discuss the theoretical insights into the topic of morality in the 
anthropological literature, and how these insights can contribute to our understanding of 
processes of governance in conservation and development.  
 
1.3 The Analytical Value of Morality 
Anthropologists have increasingly engaged with the topic of morality over the last decade. 
Curiously, they have been hesitant to provide concrete definitions of morality and cautio us in 
delineating the field of research. This is partly because of the complexity of the term and any 
attempt to fix it may obstruct a more organic emergence of new perspectives and insights 
(Howell 1997:2, Lambek 2010:6). The first serious examination of morality as a research focus 
within anthropology, in dialogue with philosophical approaches, was conducted by Edel & Edel 
(1968). They locate morality as somewhere between obligations or duties narrowly and human 
values broadly, which they refer to as Ethics Narrow and Ethics Wide. Explaining what the 
researcher should look for as data, they state: 
“What topics then shall we take as falling within the description of the morality of a 
people? Certainly, we should look for injunctions and prescriptions about what is or 
is not to be done, that is, for rules of required or approved, prohibited or disapproved 
behavior. We should look for character-traits and attitudes that are praised or blamed, 
as well as goals of conduct that are regarded as acceptable or unacceptable, 
experiences that are taken to be desirable or undesirable.” (Edel & Edel 1968:16). 
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Fassin (2008:334) comes closest to an actual definition when he states that by morals, “I simply 
refer to the human belief in the possibility of telling right from wrong and in the necessity of 
acting in favor of the good and against the evil.” None of the anthropologists focusing on 
morality attempt to identify things that are not moral. It would seem that not all behaviors are 
morally regulated or policed, primarily because they are not considered interesting from a moral 
perspective. Although pointing to certain arenas of human behavior as irrelevant for the study of 
morality could direct attention away from potential sources of new understandings, it would also 
allow for a distinction between morality and culture. Applying the term morality may be 
vulnerable to the critique that the term is simply synonymous with culture and is associated with 
some of the same pitfalls, from the loss of meaning due to multiplicities of fuzzy definitions, to 
the reification of discrete bounded social worlds with uniform beliefs and customs (Howell 
1997:3). It appears that Edel & Edel (1968), Howell (1997), and Lambek (2010) consider 
morality as a crucial component of culture, but certainly not synonymous with culture, even 
though they make no explicit distinction. However, they have examined where the study of 
morality fits in the field of anthropology more broadly. They generally agree that morality 
should not be approached as an independent dimension or category of culture, for example 
alongside economics, religion, or kinship. Instead, morality is found in and constitutive of all 
these departments, while still available for a separate analytical treatment (Edel & Edel 
1968:245, Lambek 2010:10-11). In addition to this positioning, and despite their reluctance to 
formulate a precise definition, the scholars who have engaged with morality have identified 
promising analytical approaches that incorporate diversity, friction, negotiations, and change. 
Howell (1997) and (Zigon 2008) recognize that some might argue that anthropologists 
have traditionally studied issues of morality. However, those studies were rarely framed 
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explicitly in terms of morality. In addition, the Durkheimian tradition of ethnographic research 
very much focused on strict social rules, much less on multiplicities and moments of reflexivity. 
As Laidlaw (2002:312) points out, “Durkheim’s “social” is, effectively, Immanuel Kant’s notion 
of the moral law, with the all- important change that the concept of human freedom , which was 
of course central for Kant, has been neatly excised from it.” However, Howell explains that, 
during his last years, Durkheim made an effort to engage more with individual negotiations of 
various moralities. Perhaps these efforts form the roots of the most important contribution made 
by anthropologists to the study of morality, a field traditionally dominated by philosophers.  
Philosophers know a long history of engagement with the topic of morality, tracing back 
to classic times and represented by big thinkers such as Socrates, Aristotle, Hobbes, Rousseau, 
Kant, and Nietzsche. They were and are generally concerned with the framing of the truest or the 
highest regarded moral framework (e.g. Louden 1992). Edel & Edel (1968) explain that, in the 
beginning of the twentieth century, anthropologists played a crucial role illuminating the 
tremendous diversity in moral perspectives between societies and began to question the 
universality of Western moral systems or their assumed superiority over others, resulting in new 
ideas about cultural relativism. While anthropologists have also looked for and recognized 
uniformities in order to deemphasize differences, insights into diversity have opened up the 
possibility to study continuities and change in people’s moralities. In addition, as Faubion puts it:  
“As an increasing number of anthropologists have become aware, we must now face 
a much less tidy, much less insular sociocultural landscape, in which the boundaries 
of neither cultures nor traditions can be taken either analytically or methodologically 
for granted, and in which the cultural relativism of Boas and his heirs must 
consequently always fall short.” (Faubion 2001:84) 
Most anthropologists engaging with morality specifically focus on the processes through which 
moralities are produced, reproduced, breached, policed, and transformed. They highlight the 
importance of moral dilemmas, moral reasoning, justifications, judgments, and sanctions. This is 
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where a distinction is emphasized between morality and ethics (Zigon 2007 2009a 2009b) or 
between morality of reproduction and morality of freedom2 (Robbins 2007 2009). Despite 
disagreements between Zigon and Robbins about the importance of the individual versus the 
importance of structure, they both distinguish between everyday moral reproductions and 
reflective moral choice, and they both suggest that anthropologists should focus on the moments 
where one turns into the other, where choice becomes possible. Shore (1990:175) similarly 
highlights the role of contradictions caused by competing virtues or competing vices.  
Lambek (2010), who also proposes a focus on ethics, moves further and argues that the 
distinctions between morality and ethics are not consistent. He uses the terms interchangeably, 
though with a preference for ethics. He explains this preference is due to the concept’s ability to 
recognize “the complexity and perhaps inconsistency of human action and intention, a 
complexity that we think is neglected in much social theory, leading to various kinds of 
reduction and caricature.” (Lambek 2010:9). While I agree with him that human action is “rarely 
the mere following of convention” (Lambek 2010:25), I would also caution against dismissing 
very pervasive processes of reproduction (Ortner 1984). At the same time, certainly the moments 
of moral dilemma where our informants become morally reflective are particularly revelatory of 
the ways in which they may negotiate different sources of moral guidance and thereby contribute 
either to reproduction or to transformation.  
A few scholars point to the importance of the distinction between discourse and practice 
(Howell 1997:4, Lambek 2010:6, Zigon 2007:145), or as I have referred to before, between the 
creation and the implementation of blueprints. This distinction can apply on personal levels when 
an individual communicates a moral decision and acts accordingly, but also on institutional 
levels when administrators formulate policies and instruct agents in the field to implement them. 
                                                                 
2
 He follows Laid law (2002:323) in his Foucaultian definit ion of freedom that focuses on the possibility of choice.  
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Here it is necessary to recognize that discursive expressions are also practices, and practices also 
involve discursive expressions, though often in different moral contexts. Howell, Lambek, and 
Zigon stress that anthropologists should investigate the workings of morality in discourse and in 
practice, but especially in the connections between them. While the anthropological literature on 
morality mostly focuses on localized groups of people and questions surrounding self-conduct 
(though see Heyman 2000 and Zigon 2009a for explorations of scale and institutionalization), an 
important contribution of this dissertation is the application of this literature to global 
governance.  
During my field research, I have found that conservationists tend to be very idealistic and 
work hard to achieve improvements to the world in accordance with their visions of the future. 
At the same time, their moral decisions involve efforts to change people’s behaviors, to govern 
others, usually the people living around protected areas. Specific methods of governance can 
range from the policing of protected area boundaries through the threat of fines and 
imprisonment, to the organization of environmental education projects and participatory 
meetings between different actors. These activities have very real consequences for the day-to-
day manifestations of the relations between humans and nature and between different social 
groups, such as professionals and villagers, or elites and the poor. Examining conservationists’ 
moral dilemmas recognizes the role of the individual and potentials for the transformation of 
hegemonic processes from within institutions (Li 2005). I want to stress that local villagers may 
play a proactive part in causing moral dilemmas among conservationists, for example when they 
speak to certain shared ideas and expectations about social solidarity. In addition, of course, 
these villagers also experience moral dilemmas as they are exposed to governance. Examining 
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their dilemmas can provide insight into the ways conservation and development ideologies may 
or may not become hegemonic among the people subjected to them.  
 
1.4 Moral Dilemmas and Negotiations 
Relatively little research deals with the topic of morality in its relation to governance. Neumann 
(2004), a geographer, examines the moral justification underlying shoot-on-sight orders for 
poachers, but he focuses on these justifications as rather coherent views and it remains unclear 
whether the conservationists deal with challenges, doubts, and inconsistencies in their reasoning. 
Several anthropologists also study morality, and although they focus on self-conduct rather than 
the governance of others, I would like to use the insights presented by two of them as a point of 
departure. 
As I mentioned above, despite some disagreements, Robbins (2007, 2009) and Zigon 
(2007, 2009a, 2009b) roughly establish that, in the presence of different sources of moral 
guidance, an individual can move beyond the simple moral reproductions of daily life and move 
toward a reflective moral choice. On this basis, Robbins makes a distinction between morality of 
reproduction and morality of freedom, while Zigon makes a distinction between morality and 
ethics. The main difference between these authors is that Robbins takes the structure as point of 
departure, while Zigon takes the individual as point of departure. Robbins (2007) argues that 
there are hierarchies of different moral values in any society and, when these value hierarchies 
become destabilized, for example through the introduction of new values, individuals become 
aware of different options and find themselves in a position where they can make a choice. Zigon 
(2007) is similarly interested in these moments where individuals can consciously consider their 
actions, i.e. “moments that shake out the everydayness of being moral” (133), or moments that 
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reflect a “stepped-away mode of being- in-the-world” (136). He refers to such moments as “moral 
breakdowns.” In response to the work by Robbins and Zigon, I formulate my approach as 
follows. 
First of all, I examine my research questions through the historically and socially situated 
individual who draws from, negotiates, and challenges various sources of moral guidance. I want 
to emphasize that individuals regularly appropriate and strategically combine such sources of 
moral guidance into neatly compartmentalized “moral quilts,” in practice and/or in discourse 
about practice, without addressing tensions and contradictions, without revealing a need for 
choice and a level of anxiety, and thus without illuminating the presence of a dilemma. I propose 
that an individual experiences a moral dilemma when he or she is exposed to different groups of 
people who have appropriated and represent different sources of moral guidance and he or she is 
unsure where to search for social approval, for example from a superior, from friends, from 
colleagues, at the risk of experiencing criticism elsewhere. This approach allows an examination 
of how individuals negotiate the moral landscape and thereby contribute to its reproduction or 
transformation. 
Secondly, I distinguish between two types of moral dilemmas: (1) the situated moral 
dilemma where the social context requires an individual to make an immediate on-the-spot 
decision; and (2) the meta-discursive3 moral dilemma that can range from broad philosophical 
considerations to a more concrete revisiting and recontextualising of situated dilemmas. I want to 
stress that the distinction between the two types may not always be apparent as one can 
transform into the other during the course of a single event. However, this distinction recognizes 
both the urge individuals feel to get out of the moral dilemma with an immediate and perhaps 
                                                                 
3
 With meta-discursive, I refer to all d iscourse that defines, strategizes, and discusses the implementation of 
governance, including policy documents and individual reflections in writing or speech, as opposed to discourse that 
is part of the implementation process on the ground. 
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temporary solution, and the possibility that moral dilemmas are revisited, inconsistencies 
renegotiated, and thus extended over time, potentially never resolved. Since meta-discursive 
moral dilemmas do not require an immediate decision through implementing action, they allow 
for more careful and elaborate reflection, and can be less pressing and more open-ended. 
Individuals can use this type of dilemma and the associated reflections to frame solutions for the 
future through self-conduct, i.e. training oneself to become a moral person who can control and 
guide his/her habitual practices (Mahmood 2005). However, individuals can also bring different 
sources of moral guidance together, in meta-discursive moral quilts or dilemmas, as contextual 
strategies or secondary ethical rationalizations (Boas 1910), aimed at an audience to justify 
actions in the past or to present a socially approvable moral identity. In this case, the sources of 
moral guidance expressed do not exactly correspond with those underlying implementing action.  
Thirdly, I aim to extend discussions of morality to examine the role of moral 
negotiations4 in the reproduction and contestations of hegemonic forms of governance. Both 
situated and meta-discursive dilemmas experienced by the different actors provide opportunities 
for the transformation of appropriated institutional conservation and development practices that 
often end up marginalizing certain groups of people. For this purpose, I build on Comaroff & 
Comaroff (1991:24-25) and their characterization of hegemony and ideology. I argue that moral 
dilemmas pull hegemonic, taken-for-granted forms of governance in a space of visible 
ideological conflict resulting in heightened sense of awareness and anxiousness. Individuals 
become unsure whether their acts of governance are truly the ‘right thing to do’ and face 
windows of opportunity to select alternative courses of action.  
                                                                 
4
 I use the term “moral negotiations” as equivalent to most uses of “ethics,” while avoid ing some of the complex 
histories and connotations of the latter term. In addition, the work “negotiations” emphasizes the ongoing dynamics 
of attempts to resolve moral dilemmas.  
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 Using this theoretical framework throughout the dissertation, I examine how the 
representatives of donor organizations, state institutions, and NGOs create, assert, and implement 
institutional ideologies, and how they negotiate competing ideologies. I also examine how the 
people subjected to conservation and development governance appropriate or challenge the 
associated acts of governance and the processes underlying their own and other people’s 
marginalization. Building on literatures from anthropology and closely related disciplines that 
analyze nature conservation, international development, and morality, I suggest that this 
dissertation makes three important contributions.  
 First of all, I apply understandings of moral dilemmas and negotiations at the level of the 
individual to questions about international governance. My distinctions between meta-discursive 
and situated moral quilts and dilemmas speak to the distinctions and connections between 
discourse and practice, or the creation and implementation of blueprints. Meta-discursive moral 
negotiations are particularly important at the level of blueprint design and in reflections about 
governance. Administrators engage in such negotiations not only in their efforts to guide 
governance by agents in the field, but also in response to a critical international audience. 
Situated moral negotiations are more important at the level of implementation where agents in 
the field work to implement policies and management plans, and to address challenges from 
uncooperative citizens. However, while administrators can very easily create moral quilts, 
leaving tensions unexamined and unresolved in complex meta-discourses, this is more 
challenging for agents in the field since such tensions quickly become apparent through 
implementing practice. Thus, agents in the field are under more pressure to make constant and 
immediate moral decisions that directly define implementation on the ground. Of course, this 
scenario does not only apply to the rough distinction between administrators and agents in the 
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field, but also to individuals who in one situation reflect on governance of self or other, and in 
another situation attempt to apply such governance.  
 Secondly, this dissertation presents a multi- level and multi-sited ethnography of the 
complex convergence of different actors and shifts perspectives between representatives of 
various organizations involved in the creation and implementation of governance around the 
park, as well as local villagers. The chapters reveal these individuals’ subject positions and the 
ways they attempt to put certain ideologies into practice, or to realize their “imagined futures,” 
while engaging with other individuals and with local social and environmental realities. I 
illustrate their anxieties as they participate in the productive circulation of different and regularly 
conflicting ideologies, negotiate a wide range of challenges to their assumptions and convictions, 
and agonize to rationalize their actions to a diverse audience. For example, these may concern 
anxieties experienced by a state agent who attempts to implement the community-based 
conservation ideology while interacting with villagers who are upset over the lack of action taken 
against crop raiding animals. They may also concern anxieties experienced by local villagers in 
their desire to reproduce institutional conservation and development ideologies, while being 
faced by exploitative governing schemes and a lack of opportunities for upward class mobility.  
This dissertation’s third contribution builds on the previous two and concerns the ways 
detailed descriptions of individual moral dilemmas illuminate factors that contribute to the 
reproduction of ideologies that rely on and strengthen the political and economic marginalization 
of certain social groups. I particularly emphasize the role of class and class-based moral 
insulation. On the other hand, this dissertation also illustrates the moments when such 
reproduction becomes destabilized, for example when state agents or NGO representatives 
become extensively exposed to social pressures by local villagers and to the local realities of 
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structural poverty and inequality. These findings suggest that there are ways to promote situated 
bottom-up forms of social justice in conservation and development governance, particularly by 
facilitating governors’ exposure to such social pressures and local realities, and by encouraging 
extensive reflection on the inevitable moral dilemmas they experience.  
In the following section, I briefly explain the local historical context that forms the 
foundation for these moral negotiations.  
 
1.5 Local Political History 
Kibale National Park is located in western Uganda and covers an area of 795 km² (UWA 2003). 
Before 1994, the area consisted of a forest reserve and a game corridor, established during the 
colonial period in 1932 and 1926 respectively. These two protected areas partly overlapped and 
the game corridor connected the forest reserve with Queen Elizabeth National Park to the south. 
According to Aluma et al. (1989), people started to settle inside the game corridor in the late 
1950s and inside the forest reserve in the early 1970s. While people in the game corridor 
invested in permanent crops and infrastructure, and their settlement gained administrative 
recognition as a subcounty in 1976, people in the forest reserve were more aware of the illegality 
of their presence. Population estimates for the two protected areas vary dramatically, between 
10,000 and 29,466 for 1980, and between 37,000 and 71,023 for 1988-19895 (Aluma et al. 1989, 
Baranga 1991, Orsdol 1986). 
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 These differences not only highlight methodological challenges to assess population size, but a lso reveal the 
politics around numbers. With actors having diverging interests in the outcome, the “truth” becomes particularly 
elusive and obscured by conflicting discourses. Similar patterns appear with other politically important numbers.  
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Figure 1.1: Map of Kibale National Park, Uganda. Main study areas are in red.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Source: http://www.usu.edu/mubfs/maps.html, accessed January 8, 2008. Reprinted with 
permission from Robert J. Lilieholm (see also Lilieholm et al. 1998). Size of park in country map 
is not to scale. 
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Intersecting with this history of settlement was a growing presence of Western conservationists 
and researchers in the biological sciences (Struhsaker 1997, Wrangham & Ross 2008). They had 
started to come to these areas in the early 1970s particularly because of the area’s high diversity 
of primates. They involved various Ugandan institutions in their work and managed to secure 
millions of dollars of funding from Wildlife Conservation International6, USAID, and the 
European Community to develop research and tourism. In the early 1970s, a research station was 
established inside the forest reserve adjacent to Kiko Parish. In the mid-1990s, a tourist station 
inside the park adjacent to Bigodi Parish became operational. Some of the conservationists and 
researchers active in the area had pressured the Ugandan government to evict the “encroachers” 
and national- level funding by the World Bank and the European Community had pushed toward 
a reinforcement of protected area boundaries.  
After several half-hearted attempts to remove the settlers in the 1970s and 80s, new 
eviction plans for the reserve and the corridor were announced in 1988 (Nabuguzi & Edmunds 
1993). Despite recommendations by Aluma et al. (1989) to continue with evictions only for the 
forest reserve and to give up the game corridor to the settlers, the government of Uganda 
violently evicted an estimated 30,000 people7 from both areas over a six-day period in April 
1992 (Cabinet Committee 1992, Feeney 1993 1996). Officials allegedly destroyed property, 
raped women, and assaulted and even murdered people. Disp laced individuals died as a result of 
malnutrition, exhaustion, and fear. It was not until September 1992 that the Ugandan government 
decided to offer resettlement to the evictees in Bugangaizi County in Kibaale District to the 
north. However, the land offered posed many challenges for agriculture and many people refused 
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 Currently known as Wildlife Conservation Society. 
7
 This number is also widely contested. For example, UWA (1996) asserts that 13,000 people were ev icted. Several 
conservationists told me that they considered 30,000 a highly exaggerated number reflecting local politic al struggles 
for land and money. However, comparing the UWA estimate with the population estimates, the 13,000 comes closer 
to the lowest 1980 estimates than to the 1988-1989 estimates. Thus, 13,000 certainly appears an underestimat ion. 
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to go or returned to the communities around Kibale. A group of evictees eventually sued the 
government and won the case in 2000, but the compensation money ended up in a few hands, 
reportedly the lawyers and representatives of the evictees.  
While some foreign conservationists and researchers currently active in and around the 
park are aware of this violent history, many others know very little or nothing. This is not in the 
least because the evictions are often trivialized or excluded altogether in discourses about the 
park. In addition, most evictees live relatively far from the research and tourist stations and 
rarely come into contact with foreign visitors. However, the reassertion of the protected area 
boundaries facilitated the subsequent emergence of new conservation and development efforts. 
Once the “encroachers” had been removed, the FACE (Forests Absorbing Carbon-dioxide 
Emissions) Foundation, a Dutch nonprofit organization, began planting trees in the abandoned 
parts of the protected area to “restore” the forest that had been cleared by the settlers since the 
1950s, and to accumulate and sell carbon-credits to companies and individuals aiming to become 
“carbon-neutral.” In addition, after the evictions, international and national institutions started to 
work more intensively to improve park-people relations, for example through the Kibale and 
Semliki Conservation and Development Project (1988-2002)8, coordinated by the NGO IUCN. 
Among other things, the field representatives of the project contributed to park boundary 
enforcement, lobbied for resource use agreements between park and people, tried various 
methods to deter crop raiding animals, promoted small businesses, and spread information about 
conservation (Chhetri et al. 2004). These initiatives, however, were labor- intensive, patchy, and 
regularly benefited the wealthier villagers.  
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 This project was not very active in the communit ies in the first phase (1988-1990) and halted activities between 
1990 and 1993, before starting the second phase (1993-1998) (Chhetri et al. 2004). 
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In 2002, as a consequence of new collective donor strategies that aimed to support the 
government budget rather than to continue these individual projects, the Kibale and Semliki 
Conservation and Development Project ended. A few years after this, small-scale projects set up 
by individual European and North Americans, also called “Private Initiatives,” started to become 
more common in the area, reflecting global neoliberal patterns of reduced state interference and 
larger levels of individual responsibility. Thus, the configuration of actors around Kibale 
National Park has become increasingly fragmented and diverse as will become apparent 
throughout the dissertation. 
 
1.6 Methods  
This dissertation is based on multi- level and multi-sited research. This means I have studied the 
people living around the park, as well as the representatives of various national and international 
organizations active in the area through physical presence and/or financial and ideological 
linkages. For this purpose, I divided my time between different locations around the park and 
Kampala, which allowed me to observe many points of convergence of actors and the 
connections to the urban centers of governance. My choice of research design, combining a focus 
on multiple political levels with a focus on geographical connections and diversities, can be 
traced to two highly influential articles, namely Nader (1972) on “studying up” and Marcus 
(2005) on multi-sited ethnography.  
Nader (1972) suggests that our theories are affected by the fact that anthropologists are 
generally in a position of power in their relations with their informants. S he asks, “What if, in 
reinventing anthropology, anthropologists were to study the colonizers rather than the colonized, 
the culture of power rather than the culture of the powerless, the culture of affluence rather than 
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the culture of poverty?” (Nader 1972:289). She proposes that anthropologists should “study up” 
as well as down in order to add a new dimension to our understandings of everyday lives. She 
discusses several concerns that exist about “studying up.” For example, there is a general 
assumption or expectation that people in power do not want to be studied. However, Nader 
stresses that anthropologists have faced challenges in gaining access to and becoming accepted 
by certain groups of people throughout history, which is why the process of “making rapport” is 
integral part of field work. Other concerns are raised about the limitations of anthropology’s 
central methodology, participant observation, which strongly relies on residential situations and 
is not easily applied to the offices of the public sector. Nader considers these concerns a result of 
a paralyzing prioritization of participant observation and argues that anthropologists should be 
more flexible and creative in the use of other methodologies, such as conducting interviews and 
collecting various types of documents. 
Despite continuing reservations and practical and financial obstacles to “studying up” 
(Gusterson 1997), Nader’s proposed approach to ethnographic research has become more 
common since her article (e.g. Anders 2005, Crapanzano 1985, Garland 2006). Most of these 
studies, however, focus on one primary group of informants rather than combining “studying up” 
with “studying down.” Multi- level research has possibly remained rare because anthropologists 
want to avoid getting caught between conflicting expectations from informants with different 
affiliations. Whether or not the anthropologist is “taking sides,” one or more groups of 
informants may become suspicious and hesitant to participate in the research (Fabian 1991). I 
had not fully considered this potential complication when I somewhat naively proposed to do 
multi- level research. I decided to conduct participant observation from the village level, and to 
participate in activities that involved meetings or encounters between villagers and 
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representatives of various organizations, accompanying different groups of informants on 
different occasions. In addition, I planned to conduct interviews at all levels, from village to 
international donor organization, and to collect a wide range of documents. I ended up applying 
this approach rather successfully. I did, however, encounter and navigate some challenges about 
my positionality, revealing the difficulties to combine multi- level research with engaged 
anthropology, as I discuss in more detail in the following section. 
Multi- level research easily leads to multi-sited research, especially if it involves attempts 
to “empirically follow the thread of cultural process” (Marcus 1995:97), or in my case, the thread 
of governance. Based on literature research before my departure to the field, I recognized the 
importance of global- local and urban-rural connectivities between organizations and individuals, 
as well as local patchiness and geographical differences in governing approaches; capturing these 
connectivities and diversities would provide more insight into the factors shaping governance on 
the ground. Like multi- level research, multi-sited research has raised several concerns, 
elaborately discussed and evaluated in the literature (Coleman & Hellermann 2011, Falzon 
2009a, Hannerz 2003). One of the concerns regularly expressed is that less time spent at any one 
place would lead to an overall loss of depth. However, as Falzon (2009b:8) sharply points out, 
referring to the ethnographic process and the production of data, “it is not just time that 
transforms and makes, but also space.” Falzon stresses that ethnographers’ choices always lead 
to a partial picture, but in the case of an informed choice to conduct multi-sited research 
““ethnographic depth” should be defined in terms of thick description of a network rather than its 
individual nodes.” (Falzon 2009b:16). Still, realizing the implications of this choice of research 
design, I decided to rotate from location to location, returning to stay in the same place several 
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times throughout my research, aiming to develop long-term relationships with informants in each 
location, while also capturing the many interconnections.  
Before I conducted two months of preliminary field work in summer 2006, I already had 
a sense of where I wanted to concentrate my research around the park. I considered those areas 
with the richest history of conservation management most suitable and therefore focused on the 
three parishes of Nyabweya, Bigodi, and Kiko. While Nyabweya Parish is adjacent to the former 
Kibale Game Corridor and many evictees live in this area, Bigodi and Kiko Parishes are adjacent 
to the tourist and research stations inside the park respectively and villagers benefit in numerous 
ways, for example through jobs, projects, and the sale of products. During the 2006 field period, 
I found that especially Bigodi and Kiko were true hotspots of governance, buzzing with the 
presence of Ugandan and foreign professionals and visitors. However, they were also hotspots 
for research on the relation between park and people, and some of the researchers and 
representatives of park management told me about the phenomenon of “interview fatigue” 
among the local villagers. They recommended me to focus on different areas, more difficult to 
access, since they did not yet know much about the situation there. I considered this option 
seriously, up until I left for my main field period in 2008, but finally decided that my research 
aimed to shed a different light on these areas through the application of ethnographic research 
methods. Previous research projects had mainly been carried out by geographers, wildlife 
ecologists, and environmental scientists, and had largely involved quantitative research through 
surveys and other methods, as discussed in more detail in Chapter 4. I was not planning to do any 
surveys and I decided to hold off on any large-scale interviewing until the second half of 2008. 
Thus, I largely followed the global “point-to-point connectivity” in governance (Ferguson 
2006:42) through my research, rather than to try to find a balanced representation of the 
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“average” village neighboring the park. Differences between the three parishes already indicate 
highly localized diversities in actors, and such differences are predictably even starker taking 
other parishes into consideration.  
My research activities during the two field periods mainly involved participant 
observation, semi-structured interviews, and archival and web research. During two months in 
2006, I visited various organizations in Kampala to interview their representatives and to collect 
copies of materials in their libraries and open files. I traveled from Kampala to Kibale National 
Park with a group of researchers who had invited me to stay at the research station for a few 
days, which would help me to find an assistant and to find out more about the different projects. I 
spent several full days in the field station library to copy the many historical documents and 
research reports, and I spoke with foreign researchers and volunteers, some of whom had started 
their own projects, or Private Initiatives, engaging in conservation and development efforts in the 
villages. After I had arranged an assistant who lived in Bigodi Parish, I visited the parishes of 
Kiko, Isunga, Nyabweya, and Bigodi, and discovered the many logistical and financial 
challenges involved in arranging transportation and accommodation in those areas. We traveled 
by “special hire” or taxi to budget lodging at key locations from where we would take short trips 
by boda boda [motorcycle taxi] to different villages. I usually visited the chairmen of the villages 
to discuss my research plans and conducted a few brief interviews with chairmen and villagers I 
met on the road. After I had visited Isunga and Nyabweya, I took a trip from the park to Entebbe, 
near Kampala, in order to attend the International Primatological Society Congress. This 
congress was an important event during which researchers and representatives of organizations 
converged in one location to discuss primate research projects and conservation efforts 
worldwide, but with a focus on Uganda and East Africa more broadly. After the congress, I 
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traveled back to the park to visit Bigodi, where I engaged in some typical tourist activities, 
including chimp tracking from the park tourist station and the swamp walk from the community-
based organization KAFRED (Kibale Association For Rural and Economic Development).  
 In my proposal for my main 11-month research period in 2008, I planned to stay for one-
month periods with a total of nine host families in Nyabweya, Bigodi, and Kiko, rotating from 
village to village each month for three full rotations. During my time in the field, I decided to 
skip the third rotation in Kiko and focus on additional time in Kampala where I conducted 
interviews with representatives of international donors, state institutions, and NGOs. Thus, I 
lived with a total of eight host families in the three parishes. I selected these families through a 
deliberate sampling for diversity on the basis of involvement in conservation and development 
efforts, on the basis of class and local political status, and on the basis of distance from the park 
boundary. The selection of the first host families in each parish was the most challenging since I 
knew very few people and was unsure who to approach. In some cases I asked advice from the 
village chairmen, and in other cases I directly approached one of the more prominent families 
with professional conservationists. During my first and second rotation in each village, I selected 
the host families for the next rotation and asked the adults if they would be willing to host me 
and my assistant for a month, two to three months later. This way, people were prepared for my 
arrival, something that would have been difficult to announce and arrange otherwise.  
None of the families I approached refused, although two took a few days to consider my 
request, asking many questions about my diet, habits, and needs, and/or expressing concerns 
about security, whether they would be able to guarantee my safety. I paid each family Ushs 
170,000 (US$ 719) for my stay, roughly the equivalent of a teacher’s salary at a rural elementary 
school. In a few cases, people advertised themselves as a potential future host family, partly 
                                                                 
9
 Throughout the dissertation, I use the exchange rate of 1 March 2012, with US$ 1 = Ushs 2,394. 
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because of the money, but they never matched my criteria. Staying with a host family meant that 
I put up two small igloo tents on their compounds (figure 1.2), one for my assistant and one for 
me, and that we shared all meals and many daily activities with the family. For example, we 
helped in the kitchen; we helped planting, weeding, harvesting crops (figure 1.3); we helped 
fetch water; and we helped guard crops against elephants and baboons. The families had very 
diverse compositions and backgrounds and included nuclear families, men with multiple wives, 
single mothers, parents housing nieces and nephews, and grandparents housing their 
grandchildren. Most families identified as Catholics, while some were Protestant or Muslim, but 
only few families went to church or mosque on a regular basis. I attended the Catholic Church 
with one of my host families twice.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Since I had been unable to master the local languages Rukiga and Rutoro before my departure to 
Uganda due to an absence of suitable language programs, I decided to hire an assistant to 
interpret conversations, but also to help me interact with the host family and support my research 
Figure 1.2: The igloo tents for me and Daphne/ 
Paula on the compound of one of our host 
families. 
Figure 1.3: The author harvesting peanuts on the 
field of one of our host families. 
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more broadly. I choose to hire someone from Kampala, not native to the areas around the park, in 
order to avoid entanglements in local politics. My first assistant, Daphne Nyangoma, stayed with 
me with the first three host families. My second assistant, Paula Owomugisha, stayed with me 
with the other five host families. Although I also interviewed some men for the position, I 
eventually decided to work with women. I have found that, as two women living with host 
families and engaging in research activities, we caused rather little discomfort to people and 
posed little threat. We could as easily sit in the kitchen with the women peeling matooke [green 
bananas] or potatoes as we could accompany the men on meetings in the village trading centers. 
With their strikingly different personalities and approaches to the field work, Daphne and Paula 
each made their unique contributions to my experiences and data collection. Although some 
members of some of our host families spoke fluent English, and although I picked up some 
elementary Rukiga and Rutoro, I often relied heavily on Daphne and Paula to interpret 
conversations back and forth.  
In this dissertation, I refer to the field sites at the parish level rather than the village level. 
The villages (also called LC1 zones) are rather small areas and difficult to distinguish since 
boundaries are not marked. Our host families were located in different villages inside the 
parishes10, which allowed me to explore other areas and to understand the social dynamics from 
new perspectives. At the same time, the distances could easily be walked and, with each new 
round, we would greet former host families and other informants, bringing a few groceries from 
Fort Portal town, such as tea, bread, and/or sugar. Before leaving for the next village, we would 
again go around the village and say goodbye to our primary contacts. These village walks at the 
beginning and end of each stay grew larger and more intense after each round, reflecting our 
                                                                 
10
 One host family was technically located in Isunga Parish, just across the boundary of Nyabweya Parish, but my 
primary research focus and activity remained in Nyabweya.  
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growing social networks. At times, saying goodbye to everyone was impossible to achieve 
within one day, since the distances became longer and people were not always at home. 
However, it was not uncommon for us to say goodbye to someone two days before actually 
leaving, with the person insisting we should meet again before taking off since there was still 
time. While we usually walked everywhere during our stay in the villages, we sometimes hired 
boda bodas if we had many places to go in one day or if we were going somewhere rather far. 
We generally traveled between villages by boda boda, hiring three local guys with motorcycles 
to transport us and our tents and luggage, although sometimes we took a shared taxi to and from 
Bigodi over the road between Fort Portal and Kamwenge. The drivers of these shared taxis 
attempt to squeeze as many people in one car as possible and I have once counted that we were 
nine adults and two children in a medium passenger car. We took regular trips by bus to 
Kampala where I also began building my network of contacts, and where I started doing 
interviews in June.  
 My actual research activities have included a wide range of different small trips and 
visits. For example, during my first round in each parish, I visited the local government officials 
at district (Local Council 5), subcounty (LC3), and village levels (LC1), where I presented my 
research permits and explained my plans. This involved visits to the offices of Kabarole and 
Kamwenge Districts, and to the offices of Kasenda, Busiriba, and Ruteete Subcounties (see also 
Appendix A). I attended meetings between the park management (the Uganda Wildlife 
Authority), or the local government, and the local communities, and I visited various 
organizations active in the areas, including the FACE Foundation in Nybaweya and Mainaro, 
KAFRED in Bigodi, women craft shops in Bigodi and Kiko, and several Private Initiatives. I 
also organized storytelling events in the three parishes. Away from the park, I attended the First 
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Uganda National Collaborative Forest Management Forum in April 2008 in Mukono, with the 
subtitle Collaborative Forest Management for Improved Livelihoods. This conference was 
organized by the European Commission, the National Forestry Authority, and the NGO CARE, 
and attended by almost 200 people, including representatives of various government institutes, 
NGOs, and community organizations. I also attended a meeting on resource access between the 
Uganda Wildlife Authority, CARE, and four community representatives from several national 
parks in September 2008 in Kampala.  
 During the combined 13 months of field work, I conducted a total of 67 interviews with a 
wide range of actors, including representatives of international donor organizations, 
representatives of park and forest management (at local and national level), representatives of 
local government (at subcounty and village level), Ugandan and foreign representative s of NGOs 
(at national level), foreign founders of Private Initiatives, Ugandan and foreign researchers, 
conservationists, and lodge owners, and local villagers with a  wide range of backgrounds and 
affiliations. Some interviews involved two or more informants and I interviewed two individuals 
twice, once in 2006 and once in 2008. Many informants would fit more than one of the above 
categories, for example villagers who work for park management or foreign researchers who are 
also founders of Private Initiatives. I used several standard questions for all interviews, though I 
added a few questions specifically for representatives of organizations. In addition, I asked many 
additional questions on the basis of the individual’s answers, allowing the conversation to move 
into different directions. I asked all informants to explain the meaning of terms such as 
conservation, national park, and development; to describe when and how they learned about 
conservation and national parks; to identify the costs and benefits ; to share their thoughts about 
different park management programs; to describe their relations with other actors; and to 
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envision the future of local and national conservation and development. Most interviews lasted 
between 30 and 60 minutes, though a few lasted up to two hours. I always ended the interview 
asking the informants if they had any questions for me, which often resulted in new 
conversations. 
Throughout and after the field period, my assistants Daphne and Paula worked to 
transcribe and translate the many recordings of meetings, storytelling events, performances by 
music, dance, and drama groups, and interviews. Of the 67 interviews, 20 had been conducted in 
Rukiga and/or Rutoro.  After the field period, I hired a third person, Anthony Kadoma, who 
helped finish the work. Since three individuals worked on the different transcriptions and 
translations, not always the individual who was also present during the actual recording in the 
field, there are certain inconsistencies in methodology and detail. All the interviews conducted 
were anonymous, which means that I never identify the speaker and I have removed contextual 
information that could reveal my informants’ identities. With regard to other data collected, I 
refrain from obscuring organizations’ names and activities when it concerns public engagements 
or publicly available information. I use official titles and/or pseudonyms when I speak about 
individual representatives of such organizations.  
I provide more details on many of these different data-collection activities and interviews 
as I discuss them throughout the dissertation. Although not all of them explicitly appear in the 
text, they have all contributed to shape my analysis and interpretation.  
 
1.7 Reflections 
In addition to an outline of methods, I consider it crucial to reflect on my personal positionality 
during my research because of my prior training in the biological sciences and professional 
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engagement with conservation issues, and because of particular challenges I encountered in my 
application of multi- level research methods. After high school, I entered the biology program at 
the University of Leiden in the Netherlands. I completed my Masters Degree in biology through 
the University of Utrecht in 1999. I had been fascinated with animal welfare, primatology, and 
conservation biology, topics I also focused on during my studies. As part of the Masters 
program, I conducted three fulltime research projects of 6-7.5 months each, from the ecology of 
caterpillars, to the welfare of primates in a biomedical research center, and the international trade 
in bears and bear parts. After I obtained my degree, I attended the International Conference on 
Bear Research and Management in Romania and learned about high numbers of sloth bear 
attacks on humans in rural areas in India from Indian researchers. I was shocked by the severity 
of the situation and intrigued with the complexity of the problem. Soon after the conference, I 
took a three week trip to India to learn more. I attempted to start a PhD project in collaboration 
with the Wildlife Institute of India and, for the next few years, submitted funding proposals to 
various organizations, without success. In the meantime, I worked as a Research Officer for the 
NGO TRAFFIC Europe, where I had done my bear trade research project, on issues of 
international wildlife trade. As part of this position, I worked closely with the European 
Commission, with TRAFFIC colleagues all over the globe, with representatives of customs and 
police, and with wildlife traders. During this time, I already experienced confusion about the 
marginal position of rural people in India and of people relying on trade in endangered animal or 
plant species, live specimens as well as various products, particularly in many producer countries 
in the global south. My training in biology and my professional environment failed to provide me 
with adequate answers. I decided that, before I could work in an urban regional headquarters of 
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an organization informing international legislation and management, I should spend more time 
“in the field,” if not in India, then somewhere else.  
 I entered the anthropology graduate program at the University of Illinois at Urbana-
Champaign as a biological anthropologist, planning to do research on howler monkeys in 
Nicaragua. This research choice did not exactly match my broader questions about “human-
wildlife conflicts,” but I imagined I would be able to incorporate them somehow. I was unsure 
whether a more appropriate disciplinary home to address these questions even existed. The 
university system in the Netherlands had involved an immediate and complete commitment to 
one field of study, in my case biology, with no opportunities to explore other fields. During my 
first year in biological anthropology, I became fascinated with research on chimpanzees and their 
closest relatives, bonobos, and found an opportunity to conduct three months of summer field 
research on bonobos in the Democratic Republic of Congo through the Max Planck Institute in 
Germany. Again, while my research focused on food patch choice and social behavior, I 
remained strongly interested in broader conservation issues and hoped I would be able to address 
them in the long run. I quickly discovered that biological anthropologists rarely investigate 
primate conservation issues as their main topic of research and even more rarely incorporate 
insights from sociocultural anthropology to understand such issues. However, during my time in 
the DRC, I began to realize that I really was more intrigued with the consequences of a research 
station in an immense and remote forest for the inhabitants of a tiny nearby village than with the 
fruit seeds present in bonobo feces. Although I appreciated the forest and the opportunity to see 
bonobos in the wild, and to learn how to navigate in such a humbling ecosystem, I was 
particularly struck by our field assistants’ stories about the history of the area and about the 
supernatural powers of some poachers.  
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 The second semester after my return to Urbana-Champaign, after long discussions with 
faculty members in biological and sociocultural anthropology, I made the switch to sociocultural 
anthropology. One of our faculty members in biological anthropology, Dr. Tom Gillespie, 
advised me that Kibale National Park in Uganda would be a suitable field site due to its rich 
history in conservation practices, and I began to investigate. I was not entirely prepared for the 
consequences of the switch. I had not been exposed to sociocultural anthropology before I had 
entered the graduate program in Illinois, and the first year four-field introduction course had 
challenged and overwhelmed me quite dramatically. However, I found that sociocultural 
anthropology allowed me to fundamentally question my own assumptions and the assumptions 
underlying the field of conservation biology. I had access to new theoretical tools to examine the 
things I had taken for granted and to understand “human-wildlife conflicts” from different 
angles, taking into account broader historical, social, political, and economic aspects. Although I 
was eager to shed my “former bio” skin and to prove myself as a sociocultural anthropologist, 
several faculty members reminded me that my prior training was a strength rather than a 
weakness. It has certainly helped me communicate with a wide range of informants living and/or 
working around Kibale National Park, especially because I had an intimate understanding of the 
perspectives taken by individuals who identified as biologists and/or conservationists. At the 
same time, I faced certain challenges. My qualitative methods were not always understood or 
considered valid and representative. In addition, my efforts to critically examine conservation 
practices were not appreciated by everyone, and I was once explicitly accused of being “anti-
conservation.” These challenges became particularly apparent about halfway through my field 
research. 
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Despite, or perhaps because of, my personal experience in biology and conservation, my 
exposure to critical anthropological literature and my own research experiences contributed to 
growing disillusion, frustration, and even anger at the misleading and oppressive nature of 
institutional conservation ideologies. My first month living with a host family was particularly 
intense. This host family lived in Nyabweya Parish, where poverty is more widespread and 
obvious than in the other two parishes. At that time, crop raiding elephants often came from the 
park and I regularly woke up from the shouting and drumming aimed to chase them back into the 
park at night. I also observed renewed efforts by park management to implement community-
based and neoliberal conservation ideologies in the village, which were initially met by angry 
resistance from the villagers. These experiences and observations caused me to quickly “take 
sides” with the villagers, especially those neighboring the park and being exposed to many 
disadvantages as a consequence.  
The transition from this first month to the second month, living with a relatively wealthy 
host family in Bigodi Parish, opened my eyes to geographical variance and localized class 
differentiation fueled by the tourist industry. Still, even during my time in Bigodi Parish, I found 
that certain people felt strongly disadvantaged by conservation management. I heard about a case 
where the subcounty had appropriated money from park management, originally earmarked as 
benefit-sharing with local communities and often spent on the digging of elephant-deterrent 
trenches, and instead aimed to use it to build new offices. As described in Chapter 3, I became 
actively involved in villagers’ efforts to object to this use of the money, eventually without 
success. This moment marked a turning point in my field research when I started taking more of 
an activist role. I sensed that this situation created a few political tensions and possibly caused 
some state agents to feel uncomfortable or frustrated with my presence, but I experienced no 
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major conflicts. I continued to communicate openly with all actors involved, including subcounty 
representatives, and I simultaneously carried on with my research activities. However, when I 
took a similar stance in a different context, I was confronted with direct challenges from 
Ugandan and foreign conservationists.   
As a researcher focusing on national parks in Uganda, I was required to obtain permission 
from the Uganda Wildlife Authority (UWA). As one of the requirements for this permission, I 
was expected to submit several progress reports explaining my activities, preliminary findings, 
and management recommendations to UWA. I was also invited to give a presentation during the 
Kibale Conservation Area Research Symposium in June 2008. This symposium was held at the 
research station in the park near Kiko Parish and attended by most foreign and Ugandan 
researchers present in the park at that time, and by various Ugandan officials. The symposium 
opened with separate presentations by four Ugandan representatives of UWA and the Makerere 
University Biological Research Station, who emphasized the responsibility of researchers to 
contribute to the management of the park and to a long-term investment in the building of 
Ugandan capacity. The first two representatives emphasized that the researchers inside the park 
were additional eyes and ears for UWA and could help prevent poaching and other illegal 
activities. The second representative stressed the need for improved communication, since UWA 
is often only left with researchers’ dissertations, which provide little concrete help for 
management. The third representative presented a long list of research projects that UWA would 
like to see done and that new researchers could examine before choosing a topic. He argued that 
the research topics should diversify and for example focus on the effectiveness of certain 
management measures. The fourth representative presented UWA’s expectations of the progress 
reports. He stressed that they should avoid scientific jargon and follow a structure, containing 
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introduction, methods, results, discussion, conclusions, recommendations, each remaining within 
a certain page limit.  
These presentations highlighted tensions between the Ugandan officials and the 
researchers, especially the European and North American researchers who bring in most funded 
projects, reflecting tensions between management and academic research more broadly. 
However, my position as a qualitative researcher, aiming to understand the processes that 
contribute to the reproduction of socioeconomic inequality through conservation and 
development efforts, was particularly marginal. My presentation was one of eleven presentations 
of research progress reports. I had already submitted my progress report to UWA some weeks 
before and basically presented its contents at the symposium. My admittedly naive and poorly 
nuanced openness about the many problems I had observed while living with host families in the 
villages for more than three months backlashed. As the only sociocultural anthropologist in the 
meeting room, there was a considerable epistemological gap between me and most researchers 
and officials present at the symposium. As I received comments from foreign and Ugandan 
participants questioning the truth-value of my historical narratives about the 1992 evictions and 
critiquing the lack of quantitative analyses, one American professor in biological anthropology 
unsuccessfully attempted to bridge this gap by highlighting the value of different analytical 
approaches. After the symposium ended, three UWA representatives asked me aside for a 
meeting. One of them, a representative of the headquarters in Kampala, loudly reprimanded me 
for the unbalanced focus on existing problems for local communities and the absence of positive 
evaluations of UWA’s work in the villages through community conservation activities.  
 The symposium illuminated on one hand the pressure on researchers to contribute to 
conservation management, and on the other hand the particularly difficult position of 
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anthropologists who often take such management and its localized consequences as their focus of 
fundamental analyses. Anthropological insights reveal deeply rooted historical patterns that 
create and maintain structural inequality, which tend to paralyze any willingness to provide 
recommendations for improved governance that do not concern radical suggestions to break 
those patterns and to contribute to environmental justice (cf. Igoe 2011, Lele 2011, Redford 
2011a, 2011b). Anthropologists do regularly become advocates for the people they study and 
attempt to communicate their insights and to realize such radical suggestions. I took this 
approach in my engagements in the Bigodi negotiations between villagers, UWA, and the 
subcounty, and in my progress report and presentation. However, I realized that there were 
particular limits to what “the elites,” such as local- level and national- level state agents and 
foreign researchers and conservationists, would consider acceptable, and that these limits varied 
between individual actors. It also became clear that continuing to challenge these limits would 
potentially alienate certain informants and interfere with my ability to continue to pursue multi-
level research. In addition, my anger over the injustices I had observed had begun to undermine 
my ability to thoroughly examine them in an attempt to understand the underlying processes.  
Nader (1972) starts her paper by explaining the value of feelings, particularly anger, in 
designing and conducting ethnographic research. She recognizes that students are energized 
when they study major institutions and organizations that affect everyday lives. She also explains 
how the insights gained by anthropologists could help citizens to assert their rights and enhance 
democracy, thus adding an engaged component. However, she does not explore the 
complications caused by a combination of “studying up” and engaged anthropology. My 
experiences illuminated several pressing questions. How should an anthropologist negotiate or 
channel their anger during the field work? Is engagement possible without alienating elite 
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informants? Should an anthropologist engage during, or not until after, the field work? Would 
delayed engagement lead to a sense of betrayal of the relation between anthropologist and elite 
informants? Several scholars point out that moral judgment, and I would suggest anger as an 
expression of such judgment and engaged actions on the basis of such judgment, may interfere 
with a thorough analysis and improved understanding of governing processes (Howell 1997:10; 
Faubion 2001:83; Mahmood 2005; Fassin 2008; Fassin and Stoczkowski 2008; Stoczkowski 
2008; Zigon 2008:2). Still, abstaining from moral assessments is easier said than done. 
Stoczkowski (2008:352) puts this challenge into words particularly well: “It is difficult, in 
anthropology as elsewhere, to separate the vision of cultural phenomena we judge after having 
studied them, and the vision of those we judge instead of studying them.” Fassin (2008) and 
Stoczkowski (2008) argue that anthropologists need to realize and objectify their own moral 
agendas and understand how these influence their writings. This is confirmed by Crapanzano 
who conducted research among whites in South Africa: 
“I did not come to South Africa as a neutral observer. I came morally and politically 
outraged at the brute, unmediated legislation of human inferiority. I was filled with 
horror by tales of arbitrary banning, detention and imprisonment, torture, forced 
suicide, and murder, of violent dispossession, banishment, and the splitting of 
families, that are familiar to anyone who reads newspapers. I had an a lmost mythic 
image of the perpetrators of this inhumanity. I was horrified by the depths to which 
humans will sink to preserve their trivial privilege and disgusted by the 
accommodations that others, outsiders, make with such humans to preserve their 
privilege. I indulged myself in my horror and disgust and learned later that my 
indulgence was itself a symptom of “the system.” I met many white South Africans 
who were equally horrified and disgusted. Paradoxically, their horror and disgust 
rendered their life in South Africa tolerable. It gave them the certainty that they were 
different.” (Crapanzano 1985:23).  
The symposium stimulated me to reflect extensively on my own moral positionality. Similarly to 
Crapanzano, I reminded myself that that everyone is complicit in the maintenance of structural 
inequalities, allowing me to once again identify with “the elites.” My anger diminished and I 
shifted toward a prioritization of analysis, hoping I would eventually find more nuanced 
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opportunities for engagement that would move beyond the good guy vs. bad guy dichotomy. I 
was personally surprised by the fact that local UWA agents and local government agents 
remained tolerant and even open to my presence and data collection, particularly after these 
moments that had contained potential for interference in this productive relationship 11. I 
continued to attend meetings between UWA agents and villagers and, toward the end of my field 
work, I even accompanied six park rangers during a three-day law enforcement patrol in the 
park. I also continued to meet with subcounty officials to conduct interviews and collect copies 
of management plans. 
My relations with my informants and, thus, my multi- level research approach were 
rescued, and my willingness to identify with those designing and implementing conservation and 
development governance allowed me to gain new insights. However, questions about my 
responsibility as an anthropologist remained. Perhaps my proactive advocacy had not amounted 
to much other than a satisfying opportunity to express my anger and to morally position myself, 
but was this advocacy now replaced by a more passive “sharing of research results”? In my 
second progress, written a few months after the symposium, I took a less angry and more 
practical and concrete tone, while also including recommendations toward more equitable park 
management. I later heard that several local agents had been content with this report and the way 
I communicated my insights. Still, I had no expectations that UWA would actually implement 
these recommendations and I did not follow up or pressure my informants to do so. It was not 
until after the field work and data analysis that more promising options for productive 
engagement became apparent. I was eventually able to recognize potentials for the 
transformation of governance in the moments where the perspectives of the most marginalized 
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 I did not have significant fu rther interactions with the individual foreign researchers who had attended the 
symposium, simply because of my research schedule and logistical matters  after the event.   
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“trickle up,” or move in a counterhegemonic direction, as is reflected by this dissertation. On the 
basis of these insights, I can begin to imagine new types of engagements that may not only be 
more suitable to combine with multi- level research, but also be more successful in achieving 
environmental justice, for example through the promotion of intimate and reflective social 
interactions between governors and governed, as I discuss in more detail in Chapter 6.  
 
1.8 Moral Natures 
I chose the title of this dissertation “Moral Natures” for its dual interpretation. Firstly, 
juxtaposing “moral” and “nature” in one phrase invokes the opposition between, as well as the 
interconnectedness of, the two terms, with morality being socially adaptable, as well as deeply 
engrained and a fundamental and universal characteristic of humanity. Secondly, the phrase 
forms a reminder of the fact that “nature” is morally produced, i.e. it is a moral concept that 
shapes the management and physical appearance of particular geographical areas. These two 
insights about the characteristics of morality are crucial throughout the dissertation in my efforts 
to understand the dynamic and productive governing relations between and within several broad 
groupings of people. In this section, I provide a brief outline of the five remaining chapters, 
focusing on the analyses and main findings. While Chapter 2 focuses on the history of the 
convergence of global conservation ideologies around Kibale National Park, concentrating on the 
period between 1970 and 2000, Chapters 3, 4, and 5 focus on the moral perspectives, 
negotiations, and governing practices, expressed and implemented by specific groups of actors, 
namely state agents, local villagers, and the European and North American founders of Private 
Initiatives respectively.  
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 Chapter 2 illuminates the progression of events and projects that have not only 
established, characterized, and strengthened conservation governance in Uganda, but that have 
also shaped the area contained within the boundaries of Kibale National Park. I particularly focus 
my analysis on the early postcolonial breakdown of protected areas management in the country; 
a 1989 symposium on conservation and development attended by representatives of international 
donor agencies, state institutions, and NGOs; the 1992 eviction of roughly 30,000 people from 
the Kibale Forest Reserve and Game Corridor; and the subsequent implementation of two new 
projects strongly oriented toward development. I trace the transitions between the 
implementation of utilitarian, aesthetic, community-based, and neoliberal conservation 
ideologies, and identify potentials for morally reflective discussions, experimental ideas, and 
transformations. My analysis shows that such potentials have not materialized and persistent 
continuities have contributed to the combination of physical and psychological coerciveness in 
conservation governance. Although the community-based conservation ideology has emerged 
from humanitarian concerns about exclusionary conservation and the unequal distribution of 
costs and benefits expressed by local people, activists, and scholars, this ideology and the 
associated implementation efforts have generally failed to seriously address those concerns. 
Chapter 3 starts where Chapter 2 ends and focuses on contemporary conservation and 
development governance around Kibale National Park as implemented by local state agents, both 
representatives of the Uganda Wildlife Authority and representatives of local government. As 
intermediaries between policy and practice, between blueprints and implementation, these 
individuals are the loci of convergence of different ideologies that constantly and pressingly ask 
for solutions, for decisions, for action, particularly in interaction with the subjects of governing 
practices, namely the people living around the park. In this chapter, I build on studies of the state 
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to understand the relation between institutional governance and class interests and its effect on 
the types of moral dilemmas local state agents’ experience in the field. Through an analysis of 
different components of park management, from boundary enforcement to community 
conservation, and of local government conservation and development programs, I illuminate the 
role of local state agents’ institutional affiliation and membership in a professional middle class 
in establishing a preference for neoliberal conservation and development ideologies. This is 
further confirmed through my analysis of interviews I conducted with several local state agents. 
While the villagers regularly challenge UWA agents and local government agents as efforts to 
address their concerns about crop raiding animals and their dissatisfaction with management 
approaches, they are largely unsuccessful.  
 In Chapter 4, I characterize locally circulating ideologies about natural resource use and 
about social solidarity, and examine how villagers negotiate institutional ideologies about 
conservation and development. Through a review of the many, largely quantitative studies of the 
relation between villagers living around Kibale National Park and their environment, I illuminate 
the complexities of ecological, social, economic, and political interconnections. Through three 
ethnographic data sections, I examine how villagers navigate these complexities. I analyze 
traditional stories that reveal local perspectives on nature, on the accumulation of wealth, and on 
social life more broadly. I also discuss crop raiding and tourism as opposing factors limiting and 
facilitating upward class mobility, contributing to increasing local class differentiation that 
affects the ways villagers can successfully appropriate institutional conservation and 
development ideologies. This is further illustrated by my analysis of performances by a primary 
school wildlife club and music, dance, and drama groups that reveal the villagers’ desire for 
development, as well as persistent local realities that limit the realization of these desires. The 
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interviews I conducted with local villagers illuminate not only that different villagers relate to 
nature and to conservation differently, but also that individual villagers appropriate a range of 
institutional and local ideologies, leading to moral dilemmas, confusion, frustration, and critical 
reflection. Villagers attempt to maintain a level of optimism, but their disappointment with the 
lack of recognition for their problems regularly appears in their narratives. 
 In Chapter 5, I examine a relatively new phenomenon, namely the mushrooming of 
Private Initiatives, set up by individual Europeans and American founders who came to Kibale 
National Park largely because of an interest in wildlife, and who subsequently initiated 
conservation and development projects. I build on studies of the relation between charity, 
philanthropy, and institutional governance to understand the emergence of the Private Initiatives 
in a broader historical perspective, and to investigate the ways the founders may contribute to or 
challenge the reproduction of institutional conservation and development ideologies. For this 
purpose, I analyze the founders’ negotiations of various sources of moral guidance and the role 
of their relationships with local villagers in shaping the resulting project activities. 
Distinguishing between one conservation-oriented initiative and seven development-oriented 
initiatives, I analyze the websites and other online materials for four initiatives, and the 
interviews with the founders of two initiatives. While the conservation initiative is built on 
certain assumptions about the threats posed by local subsistence farmers to the existence of the 
park, particularly through their use of firewood, the development initiatives are built on dialogue 
and collaboration with local villagers and a shared appropriation and valuation of development 
ideologies. The websites of both types of initiatives demonstrate how the founders attempt to 
speak to conservation and development ideologies, creating moral quilts without explicitly 
addressing the ways both these ideologies reinforce centralized and class-based consumption of 
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natural resources and a strict separation between humans and nature. The interviews with two 
founders of development initiatives reveal their moral dilemmas concerning the structural 
limitations of their activities, and concerning the tensions between Western charity and local 
systems of redistribution. This latter dilemma in particular shows how villagers may pull foreign 
visitors into local social networks and stretch these visitors’ practices of giving and sharing, thus 
forming a potential source for the transformation of hegemonic forms of governance.  
In Chapter 6, I briefly sum up my main findings from the four core chapters of the 
dissertation before I return to national and global levels of institutional governance to examine 
the role of urban networks of organizations and professionals in shaping the situation on the 
ground. I illustrate the particularly strong relations between class aspirations, moral perspectives, 
and governance that contribute to the maintenance and expansion of a layer of political and 
technical experts. This process is enabled by the many and large flows of funding from 
international donors to and between various state institutions and NGOs, as well as by the 
professionals’ efforts to maintain a need for their expertise and employment. Emerging flows of 
funding aiming to reduce carbon emissions from deforestation are beginning to present state 
institutions with new opportunities for the strengthening of centralized control over forest areas, 
posing further challenges for the protection of the rights of vulnerable people. In this chapter, I 
use my research findings to explore possibilities for top-down and bottom-up types of engaged 
anthropology to pursue environmental justice.  
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CHAPTER 2: FROM ENCROACHER TO ENVIRONMENTALIST  
 
“In areas adjacent to the park, high increase in human population, poor farming practices and 
the civil unrest in the 1970s and early 1980s created intense pressure on the forest. This resulted 
in encroachment of the former Kibale Forest Corridor Game Reserve. By 1992, there were 
approximately 13,000 people living inside the corridor. These people were evicted and relocated 
to land in Kibale District.” 
(Kibale National Park Management Plan 1997-2001, UWA 1996:13). 
 
“Kibale National Park’s long-term conservation goals are most likely to be met if surrounding 
communities support these goals and work cooperatively with the park to achieve them. The 
preferred strategy therefore is to address local community needs without compromising the 
integrity of Kibale National Park, while at the same time raising environmental awareness 
among the local community and eliciting their support and participation in the management of 
Kibale National Park and its resources.”  
(Kibale National Park Management Plan 1997-2001, UWA 1996:77). 
 
These quotes from the Kibale National Park Management Plan represent an important transition 
in the history of conservation approaches in Uganda in the 1990s, a transition that worked to 
obscure violent exclusions of people from protected areas, to consolidate centralized control over 
such areas, and to expect local support in exchange for minor concessions. Other authors who 
investigated the 1992 evictions from Kibale Forest Reserve and Game Corridor report that the 
exercise involved the removal of not 13,000, but more than 30,000 individuals over a period of 
eight days, during which officials allegedly destroyed property, raped women, and beat up and 
even murdered people (Cabinet Committee 1992, Feeney 1993 1996). Displaced people died as a 
consequence of malnutrition and disease and resettlement offers were not made until many 
months later, after the disaster had been widely reported and criticized. The park’s management 
plan, written four years later, obviously minimizes the information provided about these events, 
which had allowed for the Ugandan government to combine the two protected areas and create a 
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national park. Although the different numbers of evictees may reflect broader inconsistencies in 
estimates of the population inside the two protected areas before 1992, the 13,000 comes closer 
to the lowest 1980 estimates between 10,000 and 29,466 than to the 1988-1989 estimates 
between 37,000 and 71,023 (Aluma et al. 1989, Baranga 1991, Orsdol 1986). Thus, 13,000 
certainly appears an underestimation1. In addition, the source of the number remains unclear. The 
Uganda Wildlife Authority, the government organization in charge of national parks and game 
reserves since 1996, apparently aimed to dehistoricize the situation and move toward an effective 
protection of natural areas under its control, ideally without further resistance from local 
communities. 
 These types of discourses mark a shift in the role of people living around protected areas 
as promoted by representatives of international donor agencies, NGOs, and government 
organizations in the 1990s, namely from encroacher to environmentalist, from challenging to 
supporting and even participating in centralized conservation efforts. International donor 
organizations, such as the World Bank, the European Commission, and USAID, had been 
financing and dictating conservation practices in many countries in the global south, resulting in 
the widespread reproduction of rather uniform patterns. These organizations also became 
influential in Uganda after 1986, after the intense sociopolitical conflicts prominent under Idi 
Amin and Milton Obote had ended and Yoweri Museveni had become president. President 
Museveni opened the door to international donors, signed up for structural adjustment, and 
embraced the influx of international financial support and investment that would end up 
strengthening governmental and non-governmental bureaucratic structures from the capital to the 
village (Mwenda & Tangri 2005). These transformations caused tremendous changes in the 
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 For this reason, I continue to refer to the 30,000 evictees as reported in the official government investigation 
(Cabinet Committee 1992), while recognizing the fact that this number remains contested. 
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institutional and policy landscape, as well as in implementation and management practices on the 
ground. Protected area management became one of the government’s priorities, primarily to 
attract investors, tourists, and foreign exchange. In this chapter, I provide a history of the 
emergence of contemporary conservation practices in Uganda, incorporating shifting 
configurations of various national and international actors, and changing views of conservation. I 
aim to examine whether the developments were inevitable as reproductions of global institutional 
ideologies, due to the tremendous financial and political influence of international donors. In 
particular, I highlight national- level negotiations that sometimes facilitated and sometimes 
complicated this reproduction and I identify windows of opportunity for alternative trajectories 
more considerate of environmental justice. For this purpose, in my analysis of conservation 
trends since the colonial period, I pay attention to the diversity of moral perspectives among and 
between different groups of actors and the resulting moral negotiations, leading up to the 
creation and consolidation of professional organizations, roles, and networks, and the 
institutionalization of moral frameworks about conservation. 
 As I described in Chapter 1, I distinguish between four main global conservation 
ideologies, which roughly followed each other in time, but also often overlap in time, resulting in 
complex combinations: (1) colonial utilitarian exclusionary conservation manifested in the form 
of forest and game reserves; (2) (neo)colonial aesthetic exclusionary conservation manifested in 
the form of national parks; (3) neocolonial community-based conservation manifested through 
approaches such as Integrated Conservation and Development and Community-Based Natural 
Resource Management; and (4) neoliberal conservation manifested through the commodification 
of nature. A comprehensive discussion of the historical emergence of these global trends is 
beyond the scope of this dissertation. In addition, there are already many excellent historical 
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reviews with broad geographical scopes (including Brockington et al. 2008, Brosius et al. 2005, 
Grove 1995 1997, Igoe 2004, MacKenzie 1988, Mulder & Coppolillo 2005, Steinhart 2006). The 
sections in this chapter demonstrate the challenges in defining time periods that neatly 
correspond with the four main ideologies to conservation, and illustrate that each ideology is 
never completely monolithic. Although colonialism and globalization have contributed to 
increasing uniformity in management of nature, utilitarian and protectionist views have existed 
alongside each other and coevolved (Grove 1995). As there are often tensions between 
exploitation and preservation of resources and natural areas, there are also often tensions 
between aggressive control of indigenous populations and humanitarian concerns. The 
management of resources and of people strongly converge in any conservation approach. 
Similarly, different groups of actors often support different approaches. For example, some 
conservationists and conservation NGOs continue to focus on strict exclusion and protection, 
while others have embraced community-based conservation, and while donors and government 
organizations increasingly promote and implement neoliberal conservation.  
Tracing the manifestation of these global conservation approaches in Uganda, I argue that 
the increasing involvement of a wide range of organizations since the 1980s, in combination with 
widespread concerns about injustices associated with exclusionary conservation expressed by 
local people, activists, and scholars, showed potential for reflective discussions, experimental 
ideas, and transformations. However, moral negotiations by representatives of the organizations 
involved in the designing and implementing of conservation management have rarely left room 
for the incorporation of significant rights and benefits. The resulting community-based 
conservation ideology aimed to pursue environmental justice, but eventually has become 
complementary to, and reinforcing of, exclusionary conservation ideologies. Persistent 
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continuities have contributed to the combination of physical and psychological coerciveness, and 
a rough division of labor between state organizations and NGOs, with state organizations 
engaging in physical coercion and NGOs engaging in psychological coercion. In this way, the 
central control of protected areas was strengthened rather than challenged. In addition, the 
increasing circulation of neoliberal ideologies infiltrated the community-based conservation 
ideology, working toward the commodification of nature with benefits for small privileged 
groups on international, national, and local levels, at the exclusion of marginalized local 
villagers.  
This chapter builds on documentation by Euro-American and Ugandan organizations 
active in Uganda, to gain insight into moral negotiations about conservation practices in Uganda. 
Due to the nature of these data, this chapter primarily focuses on the administrative level, while 
subsequent chapters are based on ethnographic research concerning implementation and its 
effects on the ground. In addition, the documents illuminate moral perspectives of different 
organizations and individual actors and the tensions and conflicts between them, but provide 
much less insight into the individual negotiations of different ideologies and any individual 
moral dilemmas. I further want to stress that my focus is on national parks, but national parks 
have not completely replaced forest and game reserves and other protected areas, which are also 
often characterized by evictions and the introduction of community-based conservation. Thus, 
many trends observed for national parks are also relevant for other protected areas. The four 
sections in this chapter trace the emergence of and the messy transitions and overlaps between 
utilitarian exclusionary conservation, aesthetic exclusionary conservation, community-based 
conservation, and neoliberal conservation, as manifested in Uganda, particularly in and around 
Kibale National Park.  
55 
The first section describes how colonizers appropriated natural areas and imposed 
utilitarian exclusionary conservation through forest and game reserves, and how the enforcement 
of the protected area boundaries broke down after colonialism, particularly during the 
presidencies of Idi Amin and Milton Obote II. The second section focuses on a highly productive 
moment in the late 1980s, as represented by a symposium held in Uganda in 1989 that was 
attended by a diversity of representatives of government organizations, international donors, and 
NGOs, including researchers and conservationists. The third section focuses on the early 1990s 
as the beginning of strengthened centralized control over natural areas, guided by funding and 
pressure from international donors, and discusses how certain Ugandan government 
representatives implemented this through the large-scale violent evictions of “encroachers.” The 
fourth section examines the introduction of community-based and neoliberal conservation 
ideologies, particularly promoted by NGOs working in cooperation with park officials. I analyze 
the activities under the Kibale and Semliki Conservation and Development Project (KSCDP), 
working in the communities around the park, and the Forests Absorbing Carbon-dioxide 
Emissions (FACE) project, working to reforest the former Kibale Game Corridor under a carbon 
credit scheme. 
 
2.1 Mixed Messages 
The creation of nationally protected areas in Uganda started under the colonial rule of Great 
Britain, more specifically in 1900 with the declaration of “official” forests. In the late 1920s, the 
Forest and Game Departments were founded to manage the first forest and game reserves. The 
Forest Department was part of the Ministry of Environmental Protection, while the Game 
Department belonged to the Ministry of Tourism and Wildlife. It is unclear whether the 
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procedures used to establish the first reserves had been accompanied by forced relocations of 
people. Some authors argue that many areas had been previously abandoned in avoidance of the 
tsetse fly and the deadly sleeping sickness that had spread since the end of the 19th century 
(Aluma et al. 1989:36, Marquardt 1994:149). An estimated 30% of Uganda had been infested 
with the tsetse fly in 1968 (Nsereko 1979:11). It was not until 1952 that the Uganda National 
Parks came into existence and joined the Game Department under the Ministry of Tourism and 
Wildlife. The first four national parks were gazetted from former game reserves: Queen 
Elizabeth National Park in 1952, Murchison Falls National Park in 1954, Kidepo Valley National 
Park in 1962, and Lake Mburo National Park in 1983 (Mwandha et al. 2003). In a few cases, 
inhabitants were permitted to stay, such as in Queen Elizabeth National Park and Lake Mburo 
National Park (Marquardt 1994).  
 The Kibale Game Corridor and Forest Reserve were established in 1926 and 1932 
respectively. These two protected areas were 399 km² and 339 km², but they overlapped 2 for 134 
km² (Aluma et al. 1989:7). The game corridor connected the forest reserve with a game reserve 
to the south that would later become Queen Elizabeth National Park. Aluma et al. (1989) and 
Nabuguzi & Edmunds (1993) explain that, in the 1940s, Bakiga people from the densely 
populated Kigezi District3 in the southwest of the country started to migrate to Toro District4 and 
settled among the local Batoro5. The Bakiga were pushed out of Kigezi due to land shortage and 
                                                                 
2
 As with estimates of population and numbers of evictees, different numbers circulate with regard to the size of the 
protected areas, potentially reflecting shifting boundaries, changing approaches to measu rement, and/or general 
uncertainty. For example, the Cabinet Committee (1992) reports that the size of the forest reserve was between 200 
and 215 square miles (518-557 km²) which is much larger than the size reported here. The Forest Department (1992) 
and Struhsaker (1997) similarly report the size of the forest reserve as 560-562 km². These sources, however, fail to 
specify the size of the game corridor or of the combined area. 
3
 Kigezi District is now known as Kabale District, Kanungu District, Kisoro Dis trict, and Rukungiri District.  
4
 Toro District is now known as Kabaro le District, Kamwenge District, Kasese District, Kyenjojo District, and 
Bundibugyo District.  
5
 This dissertation does not provide a historical analysis of the geographical distributions, migrations, and cultural 
practices for the two ethnic groups before and during colonialis m. Several other authors provide thorough reviews of 
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pulled to Toro as part of government-sponsored resettlement schemes, as workers on tea 
plantations, and as workers in local industries. In the mid-1940s, the Rudiki [King] of Toro 
reached an agreement with the Secretary General of Kigezi that allowed large numbers of Bakiga 
to settle south of the Fort Portal – Kamwenge road. The largest influx of immigrants occurred 
between 1955 and 1968, and people started to settle inside the game corridor in the late 1950s 
and inside the forest reserve in the early 1970s6 (Aluma et al. 1989). Batoro chiefs considered the 
protected areas part of royal hunting grounds and sold land to the Bakiga cheaply, apparently 
hoping that the Bakiga agricultural areas would form a buffer and prevent crop raiding wildlife 
from the forest on their own land.  
 In the meantime, the presence of the Forest Department also intensified. After the 
establishment of the Kibale Forest Reserve, timber harvesting occurred in accordance with a 70-
year cycle, aiming to open the canopy by approximately 50% (Kingston 1967; cited in Chapman 
et al. 2000). Several employees of the Forest Department settled around the protected areas 
themselves and are currently elite villagers, often with relatively large pieces of land, timber 
plantations, and high social standing. I occasionally heard from villagers in Kiko Parish that 
forestry officials used to help locals to kill crop raiding animals and allowed people inside the 
forest to extract firewood and other resources. One of the former Forest Department employees I 
interviewed explained how he ended up in Toro District. He was born in Kigezi District and had 
attended the Nyabyeya Forestry School in Masindi District, after which he was hired by the 
Forest Department and was stationed in different areas throughout Uganda. When he was 
eventually stationed near the Kibale Forest Reserve, he observed that there was a lot of land 
                                                                                                                                                                                                                 
these topics (Baxter 1960, Edel 1996[1957] 2003[1937], Freedman 1984, Heidenreich 1994, Ingham 1978, 
Naughton-Treves 1999, Ngologoza 1969, Richards 1960, Rubongoya 2003, Rutanga 1991, Turyahikayo -Rugyema 
1974 1983). 
6
 Earlier dates of settlement have been reported, starting 1914, 1929, and 1946 (Cabinet Committee 1992), but it 
remains rather unclear whether or when these settlements crossed the protected area boundaries.  
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available and decided to settle. He joked that he had told all his friends back in Kigezi to come 
and that this is why you will find so many Bakiga in the area. When I asked him about the 
settlements inside the protected areas, he explained that people generally knew about the forest 
reserve, but not about the game corridor. He stressed that he had also been unaware for a long 
time until he discovered the protected status of the land southwest of the forest reserve by 
looking at certain maps, which were accessible to him through his job.  
Uganda gained independence in 1962 and the enforcement of reserves and parks broke 
down in the 1970s and 1980s under the rule of Idi Amin, and later Milton Obote II, with people 
settling within protected area boundaries on large scale (Mwandha et al. 2003). Several sources 
point to the involvement of district level officials in acquiring illegal land leases inside the 
Kibale Forest Reserve and encouraging additional encroachment (Nabuguzi & Edmunds 1993, 
Struhsaker 1997). This period was also associated with large-scale poaching of elephants, 
hippos, and buffalos, especially during the Uganda-Tanzania War from 1978 to 1979 that led to 
the removal of Idi Amin (Struhsaker 1997). The largest settlement inside the Kibale Game 
Corridor, spilling over into the Kibale Forest Reserve, was referred to as Mpokya. This 
settlement gained official recognition when it was assigned subcounty status in 1976. People in 
the game corridor had invested in permanent crops and structures, more so than people in the 
forest reserve who were apparently aware of the illegality of their presence. Aluma et al. 
(1989:12) “found a wide range of public services and facilities operating within the game 
reserve, including: 8 primary schools, 12 sub-grade schools, 15 Catholic churches, 17 Protestant 
churches, 4 mosques, 4 Seventh Day Adventist churches, 1 clinic, and 3 weekly market centers.” 
Intersecting with this history of settlement was a growing presence of Western 
researchers and conservationists. This had started with the arrival of Thomas Struhsaker in 1970. 
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Struhsaker had received his Ph.D. in Zoology from the University of California, Berkeley, and 
had conducted research in East Africa and Cameroon, before initiating a study of the behavioral 
ecology of the endangered Ugandan red colobus monkey (Box et al. 2008, Struhsaker 1997). He 
established a research station inside the Kibale Forest Reserve, adjacent to Kiko Parish, and 
conducted research there until 1988. He was joined by many other researchers, Ugandans and 
foreigners, and became very influential in the promotion of research, as well as conservation and 
tourism, in the area. Struhsaker connected various national and international organizations for 
these purposes, which over the years involved millions of dollars of funding from Wildlife 
Conservation International7, USAID, and the European Commision. In his book, he describes his 
frustrated efforts to defend the forest reserve boundaries during the period from 1970 to 1987 
and identifies his role as that of watchdog and facilitator of law enforcement: 
“Two to three game guards were assigned to us by the Uganda Government Game 
Department. These guards were only able to effectively protect about 70 km² of the 
entire 560 km² reserve. We provided them with logistic support and housing and 
bonuses for all of the snares, hunting nets, spears, saws, and stolen timber they 
recovered. Bonuses were also given for all of the poachers and timber thieves they 
caught who were convicted in a court of law. In this respect our efforts were 
successful in protecting populations of small and medium ungulates (duikers, pigs, 
bushbuck) and greatly reducing illegal timber cutting and charcoal production within 
the core area of 70 km². The success of this effort is best reflected by the high 
densities of these animals in Kibale and the relatively intact nature of the forest 
compared to most other forests in Uganda (pers. observ., Howard 1991).” 
(Struhsaker 1997:9-10). 
Struhsaker explains that they achieved less success protecting elephants, since the poorly 
equipped game guards were no match for the heavily armed elephant poachers. They 
occasionally requested for assistance from the various armies who would then patrol the forest 
and apprehend known elephant poachers, who according to Struhsaker killed elephants as well as 
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 Currently known as Wildlife Conservation Society. 
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people. The base camp of the research station apparently served as a refuge for wildlife and 
elephants would congregate in the surroundings to avoid poachers elsewhere.  
 In addition to the problem of poaching and illegal timber harvest, Struhsaker was also 
concerned with the “encroachment” in the forest reserve. He argues that this was encouraged by 
politicians, chiefs, and forest officers, that most settlers were aware that they were violating the 
law, and that most of them cultivated beer bananas and had second homes outside the reserve. He 
states: “Some of the encroachers were armed with machine guns, some were criminals, and most, 
if not all, did not pay taxes.” (10). Struhsaker’s argument is that the settlers were not poor 
farmers who engaged in subsistence farming due to a lack of land. However, he only refers to 
people in the forest reserve and fails to mention those in the game corridor. Struhsaker’s 
perspective focuses on the encroachers as dangerous, immoral people who undermined efforts to 
protect a natural area. At the same time, it appears that local villagers feared him – several 
informants mentioned his widely circulating nickname: “the bearded terror.” 
From 1970, Struhsaker and other researchers and conservationists active in the area 
pressured the Ugandan government to remove people from the forest reserve and to elevate the 
area to national park status. In the 1970s and 1980s, different governmental organizations made 
attempts to evict people, particularly those in the forest reserve. However, the issue became 
political with some officials and institutes backing the evictions and others backing the settlers, 
resulting in several unimplemented eviction orders and increasing confidence in the Forest 
Department’s failure to assert the reserve boundaries. Confusion about the exact boundaries of 
the areas persisted and the Forest Department apparently made one or more adjustments, in 1968, 
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1972, and/or 1974 in order to accommodate settlers8 (Aluma et al. 1989, Cabinet Committee 
1992, Nabuguzi & Edmunds 1993). In 1984, successful evictions from the forest reserve, 
initiated by the Minister of Agriculture, were reversed when the Minister of Culture and 
Community Development wrote to the District Commissioner of Kabarole District requesting 
him to halt the evictions, after which the evictees returned (Aluma et al. 1989). 
Between 1981 and 1986, Yoweri Museveni’s National Resistance Army waged the so-
called Bush Wars against Milton Obote II. The area in and around Kibale Forest Reserve and 
Game Corridor formed an important base for the resistance army and the local people provided 
substantial support. Yoweri Museveni became president in 1986. Under pressure from the World 
Bank and the IMF, he quickly abandoned his socialist ideals for the country and embraced 
economic reforms by implementing their Economic Recovery Program in 1987. Uganda 
subsequently attracted a wave of large multi-million and multi-year development aid and projects 
and became known as “the African success story” of international development and poverty 
alleviation. This situation quickly set the stage for a strong state with support from the 
international community. Existing efforts by researchers and conservationists to assert protected 
area boundaries and to create national parks in Uganda were met by national- level funding from 
large donors, such as the World Bank and the European Commission. However, the issue of 
encroachment in Kibale remained controversial and a study by Aluma et al. (1989) aimed to 
assess the status and to provide a suitable solution. The authors estimated that 45,000 to 60,000 9 
people lived inside the two protected areas, 3,000 to 3,500 of which in the forest reserve. They 
recommended to proceed with evictions only for those people in the forest reserve and to give up 
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 It appears that some of the boundary adjustments by the Forest Department might have accomodated settlers living 
in the Game Corridor. However, the Game Department is rarely mentioned in the reports and documents, which 
suggests that the Game Corridor existed primarily in theory. 
9
 This estimate is based on projections using growth rates, and on estimates by local government officials, and 
appears rather exaggerated.  
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the game corridor. They reasoned that the people had received mixed messages, that the extent of 
the encroachment would complicate eviction, and that the corridor had long lost its function to 
connect elephant populations in Queen Elizabeth National Park with those in Kibale.  
The years between 1986 and 1994 were crucial in shaping conservation approaches in 
Uganda and reflect a period during which many national and international actors converged, 
exchanging a range of moral perspectives. Due to Uganda’s chaotic early post-colonial years, the 
country had started, but left incomplete, the progression from forest and game reserves to the 
establishment of national parks that had spread throughout the globe since the beginning of the 
century. By the late 1980s, many critics of the national park movement had started to pressure 
conservationists to address concerns about the human rights of people living near protected 
areas. In addition, the Brundtland Report “Our Common Future” was published in 1987 and 
launched the concept of “sustainable development” to address concerns about environmental 
degradation caused by development, thereby opening the possibility to link conservation and 
development in new ways. As a result, the situation in Uganda allowed for experimental thought 
about the future of conservation and its relation to human rights and development, in a setting 
where national parks were not yet a given and where alternative futures were realistic 
possibilities. In the following section, I analyze the proceedings of an important symposium held 
in 1989, particularly focusing on the moral negotiations between influential participants. I 
demonstrate that, despite the potentials presented by this particular moment in Uganda, the 
discussions reflected high levels of continuity with global conservation ideologies, marked by 
institutional struggles for control, and very few opportunities for sincere reflection and 
transformation toward improved environmental justice. 
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2.2 A Creative Moment 
From 16 to 17 January 1989, a symposium called “Conservation for Development” was held in 
Queen Elizabeth National Park. Makerere University wrote the proceedings and included 
valuable and detailed (though abbreviated) transcriptions of the presentations and discussions 
(Johns 1989). The participants to the symposium included representatives from government 
agencies, donor organizations and NGOs and universities, as outlined below. Observers included 
the Embassy of the United States, the Embassy of the Federal Republic of Germany, CODA, and 
the Field Museum of Natural History Chicago.  
 
Government Agencies 
Ministry of Environmental Protection  
Forest Department  
Uganda National Parks 
Game Department 
Makerere University  
 
NGOs 
Uganda Institute of Ecology 
Institute of Animal Welfare  
CARE 
World Conservation Union (WCU/IUCN) 
Makerere University Biological Field Station  
Donor Agencies  
U.S. Agency for International Development (USAID) 
European Commission 
UN Food and Agriculture Organization (FAO) 
Norwegian Agency for Development Cooperation (NORAD)  
 
 
NGOs 
Wildlife Clubs of Uganda 
African Wildlife Foundation 
Wildlife Conservation International 
University of Michigan US 
University of Cambridge UK 
 
The four donors apparently had high investments in large long-term projects (see also Appendix 
B). The largest projects in 1989 included the World Bank Forestry Rehabilitation Program under 
which the European Commission sponsored the Natural Forest Management and Conservation 
Project for a period of seven years and roughly US$ 10 million, and under which NORAD 
sponsored the Peri-Urban Plantations and Integrated Wood Farms Project for a period of six 
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years and an unspecified financial contribution. The European Commission also sponsored the 
Conservation of Natural Resources Project, focusing specifically on national park management, 
with a contribution of roughly US$ 3.7 million. Then USAID sponsored a WWF and CARE 
Development Through Conservation project in the Bwindi Forest Reserve with US$ 248,000, as 
well as WWF activities in the Rwenzori Mountains aimed at forming a national park with Ushs 
15 million (US$ 6,266). USAID was exploring to invest in Kibale Forest Reserve to implement a 
Development Through Conservation type project. Finally, a proposal for the FAO Wildlife and 
National Parks Project was presented, which aimed at making a review of the system of national 
parks and wildlife reserves, at retraining wardens and guards, and at improving the effectiveness 
of protection.  
 Not surprisingly, the representative of Wildlife Conservation International stated “I am 
awed by the funds available.” (Johns 1989:24). In this time period, each donor had very similar 
investments running in other post-colonial countries all over the globe and promoted 
standardized expectations to the project proposals and executing institutions. However, they all 
had somewhat different interests and approaches. NORAD primarily expressed the utilitarian 
exclusionary ideology through forestry, aiming “to encourage good forestry practices” (Johns 
1989:14); the FAO mostly followed the aesthetic exclusionary ideology, as illustrated by the 
statement “wildlife management is essentially a matter of effective protection” (Johns 1989:16); 
the European Commission also largely expressed the aesthetic exclusionary ideology through 
“the conservation of natural forest and wildlife” (Johns 1989:11), planning activities such as the 
writing of national park management plans, maintaining boundaries, reforesting encroached 
areas, and monitoring wildlife; USAID demonstrated a somewhat more explicit combination of 
the exclusionary and community-based conservation, even though its representatives never 
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actually mentioned this latter term. USAID’s interest in community-based conservation was 
primarily expressed by its financial support of the WWF and CARE Development Through 
Conservation project, while the representative of CARE more specifically discussed “the 
importance of getting local people involved in management plans” (Johns 1989:20).  
The symposium transcriptions illuminate the circulation of different moral discourses. 
However, particular participants primarily adhered to particular discourses and, although they 
may have well experienced and expressed many moral dilemmas throughout the symposium, 
such dilemmas are not apparent in the text. Moral preferences had been shaped by institutional 
histories and practices, and by expectations about the future of conservation management in 
Uganda in light of a significant influx of donor money. Thus, the symposium text largely reveals 
competition and the creation of alliances between like-minded, more so than moral dilemmas. In 
particular, I identify two main topics of moral focus, concerning the relation between 
conservation and development, and concerning the role of different types of institutions. Before I 
discuss these topics, I want to point out that the participants did not explicitly discuss why they 
considered conservation necessary and how it should be achieved, but reproduced a range of 
common assumptions. While discourses about management practices were directed at leaving 
nature untouched, explicit ideas about the need to preserve pristine nature or wilderness, as often 
associated with the national park movement in the US, were not widely represented. When they 
did arise, American representatives brought them up. For example, an American primatologist 
stated: “We cannot forget that whenever we move into forests and take out the valuable timber, 
we are changing them.” (Johns 1989:76). References to nature as a source of national pride, also 
often associated with national parks, were equally rare, although a representative of the Forest 
Department did state in his closing address: “Our national heritage needs better and increased 
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protection.” (Johns 1989:83). There was occasional mention of the importance of biodiversity 
and tourism, but more common was the idea expressed by the representative of the Uganda 
Institute of Ecology that justified national and international interference in local matters:  
“wildlife resources [...] are not for the benefit and enjoyment of the indigenous 
people alone but are for all mankind. Inasmuch, the international community should 
help support conservation.” (Johns 1989:6).  
Threats identified during the symposium included population growth, encroachment, poaching, 
and resource use, while solutions proposed were primarily exclusionary measures, such as 
eviction of encroachers, boundary demarcation, poaching patrols, and the purchase of the 
associated equipment, such as vehicles and arms. Despite the fact that participants expressed 
slightly different perspectives on these issues, there was little explicit disagreement about the 
need for conservation or about the primary methods to achieve it. Participants accepted these 
foundational considerations as given and were much more engaged in discussions about the role 
of development and institutional relations.  
The first moral tension in the symposium proceedings concerns the connection between 
conservation and development and the responsibilities toward people living around protected 
areas. The term “development” was seldom used and its meaning remained unspecified. Some 
participants considered development as a way to achieve conservation. For example, a Ugandan 
professor stated: 
“People who were living illegally in the Mabira Forest Reserve have been firmly 
evicted. This will continue, but President Museveni feels that there is more to 
conservation than just evicting people who may be present through no fault of their 
own. The real issue at stake is the poverty and backwardness of this nation. Unless 
we are able to appreciate this fact, we will not succeed in solving the problems that 
affect us.” (Johns 1989:2). 
This statement again reflects the strong focus on exclusionary conservation and indicates that 
measures were already being taken to reinforce conservation management, which had been 
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significantly deprioritized during the Amin and Obote II years, particularly through evictions. At 
the same time, however, the statement reflects an interest in development, especially through 
poverty alleviation and education, which apparently would not challenge exclusionary 
conservation, but was expected to contribute and strengthen exclusionary conservation and 
therefore could easily be added.  
Other participants viewed development rather than conservation as the primary goal and 
did not look for ways in which development might contribute to conservation, but rather for 
ways in which conservation might contribute to development. This is both apparent from the 
symposium title “Conservation for Development” and the title of the CARE project 
“Development Through Conservation.” However, development in this scenario meant different 
things. While many professionals viewed the availability of funding as an opportunity to develop 
an institutional infrastructure that would provide employment and career perspectives for well 
educated urban elites, the CARE representative thought more along the lines of development for 
rural communities through the generation of income and decentralization. For example, he 
stressed the need to integrate “rural development with in- forest activities” and provided the 
following specifications: 
“On-farm activities will include agro-forestry, soil conservation and small-scale 
livestock production. These are designed to provide alternatives to local farmers and 
lessen the pressure on the forests.” (Johns 1989:21-22). 
“We plan to establish advisory committees at the community level (the RC2 level) as 
well as at the district and national levels. The advisory committees will provide 
guidelines to the project, review progress, etc. They will give the local community a 
say in development of the project.” (Johns 1989:22).  
These quotes illustrate early efforts to achieve environmental justice through community-based 
conservation, particularly focusing on poverty alleviation and participatory development. His 
presentation raised some concerns. The representative of the Uganda Institute of Ecology 
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accused CARE of causing environmental damage by planting exotic trees and by drilling 
boreholes. Whenever the participation or the responsibility of local communities was discussed, 
there was clearly fear for the loss of control. For example, the representative of Uganda National 
Parks stated: “We also plan to devise means of involving local communities in managing the 
Parks, at least indirectly.” (Johns 1989:46) (italics mine). And a foreign NGO representative 
stated: 
“I am dubious about the concepts of buffer zones and sustained-yield utilization. It is 
rare to find people using an area on a sustainable basis. Once an area is designated a 
buffer zone, to be used on a sustainable basis, I suspect that you will lose it.” (Johns 
1989:67). 
Thus, the moves towards community-based conservation as promoted by CARE were extremely 
cautious and non-committal. There was a recognition that conservation enforcement would be 
difficult without the cooperation of local people. However, the activities aimed at improving this 
cooperation were generally coercive, such as eviction and patrols. In addition, more along the 
lines of the statement made by the Ugandan professor about the need to address “poverty and 
backwardness,” education was constantly mentioned as an extremely important tool. Eviction 
and education were regularly mentioned together, but there was no consideration of the 
possibility that evictions might seriously compromise education efforts by creating resistance 
among the people.  
The second moral tension concerned institutional struggles for control. Most importantly, 
it shows the tremendous authority of the donors, which was a crucial factor in the establishment 
of strong continuities with global conservation ideologies and the absence of creative reflection 
and brainstorming. Various remarks and questions point to the competition between donors to be 
involved in management planning of certain areas and to carry out specific tasks. For example, 
the FAO representative told the WCU/IUCN representative the following: “You will need to co-
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ordinate closely with these other groups. There seems to be a large degree of overlap between 
your project and others already established.” (Johns 1989:33). There was also some discomfort 
about the extent of influence of international donors and “experts” at the expense of Ugandan 
involvement. Several remarks indicated that Ugandan representatives were worried about donors 
making decisions independently and about the lack of training, recognition, and involvement of 
Ugandans. A representative of the Forest Department expressed concern that USAID was 
making decisions about projects without going through the proper official channels:  
“Some of the areas with which you are concerned are forest reserves. Have the 
proposals been submitted to the Chief Forest Officer? For example, at Kibale there is 
already a project which the Uganda Government has approved and which has 
received a considerable amount of funds. There seems to be lack of co-ordination.” 
(Johns 1989:19). 
In his opening remarks, a professor from Makerere University stated:  
“In the past, not only in Uganda, the locals have left work to the expatriates. I am 
convinced that this will not be so in Uganda. We have men and women ready to 
work with those of you from overseas for a very noble cause.” (Johns 1989:3) 
However, cooperation between expatriates and locals was not assumed and it appears that 
Ugandans felt the need to make sure that the donors would actually involve them. A 
representative from the Forest Department said, in his closing statement: 
“I have made one observation to which I would like to draw the attention of aid 
agencies. Not much emphasis has been given to utilizing local experts, neither for 
research nor for implementation, within the projects they have been funding. I 
personally have benefited from an outside expert involving me in planning of, in this 
case, a nature conservation evaluation of various forest areas. I subsequently picked 
up techniques of mist-netting and other data collection methods. The former attitude 
should be changed in favour of more local involvement. Some NGOs neglect the 
local expertise completely; they forego access to knowledge we possess while at the 
same time denying us useful training. With the changed attitude, both could benefit.” 
(Johns 1989:82). 
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With the term “local experts,” the speaker refers to national experts rather than to people living 
around protected areas. Two other interactions between Ugandan academics and authorities 
during discussion sections showed that they were thinking of ways to achieve more involvement.  
Question: “How can the Institute [the Makerere University Institute of Environment 
and Natural Resources Program] help place qualified Ugandans in large conservation 
programs such as those run by the major donors?” 
Answer: “We hope that their availability will be brought to the attention of the major 
donors through meetings such as this. Also we plan to create a file of suitably 
qualified personnel.” (Johns 1989:35). 
 
Remark: “For major development projects, we shall call in people from outside the 
country. These unbiased experts will work alongside the local people.” 
Question: “As Ugandans, we should be viewing this in the long term. How can we 
avoid or reduce the heavy reliance on expatriate experts in such work? Secondly, 
where will the funding for your resource management plans originate?” 
Response: “Most of the expatriates working on research projects in Uganda have 
local counterparts. In time, these Ugandans will be sufficiently trained to assume the 
main role. A large part of the funding necessary for resource management programs 
will come from external aid, but the Ugandan Government will contribute an 
increasing share over time.” (Johns 1989:41). 
From these quotes, it becomes apparent that the Ugandan representatives were not aiming to gain 
control over the defining of conservation management, but rather to become involved in the 
implementation of globalized Western-style conservation management. There are a few moments 
where they appear to acknowledge the superiority of expatriates, for example when the 
representative of the Forest Department stated that he had “picked up techniques of mist-netting 
and other data collection methods” and when another representative referred to people from 
outside the country as “unbiased experts.”  
The expatriates themselves were also trying to find ways to maintain an important level 
of influence. During the symposium, plans were made to establish a national advisory committee 
that would coordinate conservation efforts between institutions and projects. Two Americans, a 
71 
primatologist and a NGO representative, wondered whether expatriates would be represented on 
this committee: 
Question: “Can you have an expatriate present on something that sounded to me as 
though it would be a committee of Ugandan technicians or authorities? If not, how 
do you have representation from donors, NGOs, etc.” 
Question: “I was assuming that we are talking about a committee that was not within 
the Government, but a committee that is appointed by the Government. Could we 
have an expert on the Ugandan Government respond to the question: could this 
committee have expatriate and NGO representation?”  
Response: “I think the answer would be yes.” (Johns 1989:80). 
In addition to tensions between donors and between donors and national institutes, there was also 
tension between the national institutes, which was accompanied with some alliance formation 
with the donors. The most obvious and explicit division was that between the Forest Department 
on one hand and Uganda National Parks and the Game Department on the other. This was 
primarily based on the contradictions between aims to harvest the forest for timber and to protect 
the forest for nature conservation, i.e. between utilitarian and aesthetic exclusionary ideologies. 
There are indications that the Forest Department was attempting to keep control of certain forest 
reserves under the pressure of other institutions that wanted to turn them into national parks for 
the purpose of increased protection as well as income from tourism. The Forest Department 
introduced the term “forest park” during this symposium and distinguished it from national parks 
by incorporating the interests of local people. While the other institutions criticized the Forest 
Department for what they consider exploitative and unsustainable management of the forests, the 
Forest Department tried to counter this by attacking the lack of sensitivity for local communities’ 
needs by Uganda National Parks. After someone asked for clarification about the term “forest 
park,” a representative of the Forest Department stated: 
“This is a new term. Managed forests, nature reserves, etc. do not have tourism as 
central aim: yet we need to bring people into the forests to see them. National Parks, 
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although fulfilling a vital role, tend to sterilize an area and may offend local people 
who do not feel a part of the system. Forest parks are to be managed alongside the 
local people: part of a viable community and yet fulfilling a recreational function.” 
(Johns 1989:13). 
Hereby the Forest Department clearly expressed an interest to encroach on the sources of income 
generated by conservation and tourism. However, this strategy did not exactly work and the 
strongest opposition came from the academics, a Ugandan and an American:  
“To use the forests in the ways you are suggesting, you will have to change their 
legal status. This does not happen immediately, and the areas you are interested in 
may cease to be forest in the meantime. I believe that the more important areas 
should be given to National Parks rather than wrangling over whether they can 
achieve conservation status while remaining under the control of the Forestry 
Department.” (Johns 1989:67). 
“Professor [..] trembles at the thought that 80% of the forest could suffer some level 
of harvesting; that there may be a serious loss of the genetic diversity within those 
forests. I tremble too, mainly because I am concerned that the mechanisms by which 
the discussions go on within the Forestry Department fail to integrate with interests 
from outside. I would like to see an opportunity for people outside the Forestry 
Department to have more involvement in the discussions. I detect the same sort of 
feeling over the question of “forest parks.”” (Johns 1989:76). 
The latter remark expresses the frustrations with the activities of an organization that are not in 
line with those of the majority and an attempt at justifying the interference of outsiders. The 
Forest Department had gained a bad reputation during the corruption of the Amin and Obote II 
years. As I will explain in the next section, this has formed a justification for the upgrading of 
forest reserves to national park status. 
 Overall, the various participants in this symposium represented a range of conservation 
ideologies, but the symposium text reveals few explicit moral dilemmas and reflection. Instead, 
the meeting was characterized more by political struggles for control and alliances between 
different donors, between donors and Ugandan institutes, and between Ugandan institutes. The 
most experimental expressions of the community-based ideology, focusing on the participation 
of local communities in management, were expressed by rather marginal actors, such as the 
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NGO CARE and the Forest Department. The latter attempted to incorporate this ideology as a 
political strategy in a rather desperate effort to distinguish itself from Uganda National Parks and 
maintain control over its forest reserves. Although the Ugandan institutions aimed for the 
expatriates to involve them, there was no elaborate discussion about the need for involvement of 
local communities or the ways in which that could be achieved. The main focus remained fixed 
on capacity building and centralized enforcement. Ideas about involvement of community 
members in decision-making processes represented by CARE were transformed into the 
promotion of environmental education and, perhaps, income generating activities. This marks the 
first attempts to combine physical coercion through exclusion and policing of local people with 
psychological coercion through education and the provision of conditional benefits. The 
symposium apparently represented a ritualized formal social space in which fundamentally 
critical perspectives became silenced. Events like this symposium are normative through the 
reaffirmation of dominant ideologies. They are also transformative since the process of 
normalization itself contributes to the transformation of institutional governance, such as through 
the exclusion of the Forest Department. 
Despite the potentials of the moment in Uganda, it appears that representatives of donors, 
state organizations, and NGOs perceived the relative absence of national parks not as an 
opportunity, but as a delay in need of catching-up, only after which the concerns of local people 
could be addressed. This demonstrates the persistent importance of boundary enforcement which 
has continued to be advertised, for example by Oates (1999) and Terborgh (1999), and as 
illustrated by Brockington (2002) and Neumann (2004). 
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2.3 Violent Exclusions 
The symposium proceedings certainly shed some light on the events soon after 1989. It is clear 
that certain researchers and conservationists, as well as international donors and national 
organizations appropriated the aesthetic exclusionary conservation ideology and pushed for the 
reassertion of protected area boundaries. However, it was still unclear how precisely this might 
be implemented and, since there were no debates about the logistics and humanitarian challenges 
associated with any large-scale national effort to reclaim protected areas, there were certainly no 
hints that, between 1990 and 1993, the Government of Uganda would evict about 100,000 people 
from forest and game reserves (Feeney 1996). These reserves were upgraded, and in some cases 
combined, to create six national parks (Bwindi Impenetrable National Park, Kibale National 
Park, Mgahinga Gorilla National Park, Mount Elgon National Park, Rwenzori Mountains 
National Park, and Semliki National Park). The eviction from the Kibale Forest Reserve and 
Game Corridor was the biggest and most dramatic operation. Despite recommendations by 
Aluma et al. (1989) to continue with evictions only for the forest reserve and to give up the game 
corridor to the settlers, the government of Uganda violently evicted an estimated 30,000 people 
from both areas over an eight-day period in April 1992.  
The level of violence had reached such a degree that the evictees asked for assistance 
from a range of organizations, and a subsequent investigation was carried out by a governmental 
committee composed of high officials, including the Minister of Works, Transport, and 
Communication, the Minister of State for Internal Affairs, the Minister of Women in 
Development, Culture and Youth, and the Inspector General of Government (Cabinet Committee 
1992). They conducted a detailed study to reconstruct the events by interviewing officials and 
local people, and by collecting letters and documents from various institutions. Their 90-page 
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report discusses accusations of excessive violence and provides multiple perspectives on the 
events that form a complex web of conflicting ideologies. In addition to this governmental 
investigation, Oxfam became involved by providing humanitarian and legal support to the 
evictees and provided its own analysis (Feeney 1993 1996). I examine the events on the basis of 
these reports, as well as my own field notes. Due to the secondary nature of my data, it is 
impossible to track down the exact moral negotiations underlying the various choices made by 
key individuals along the way, but I point to some factors that likely played a role.  
The symposium transcriptions only vaguely refer to evictions as a measure and 
participants apparently found no reason to discuss any details, but renewed discussions about 
evictions from Kibale Forest Reserve and Game Corridor had already started in 1988, before the 
symposium. In fact, in 1988, the chairman of Kabarole District10 sent a letter to the 
representative of Mpokya Subcounty, the subcounty located within the protected areas, stating 
that the subcounty was no longer officially recognized:  
“Under Section 4(g) of the Resistance Councils and Committees Statute 9, I am sorry 
to have to inform you that you are no longer a member of Kabarole District 
Resistance Council on the ground that the former Mpokya sub-county which you 
represented on the District Council, ceased to be a sub-county with effect from 31st 
August, 1988. On behalf of Kabarole District Resistance Council, I thank you very 
much for the effective work you did for the Council and wish you the best of luck in 
your retirement.” (Cabinet Committee 1992:21). 
President Museveni had apparently started pushing for the evictions. In 1989, addressing a rally 
in Kabarole District, he was quoted “as having said that there would be no compromise in 
dealing with the issue of encroachers at Mpokya and that the issue of encroachers in the game 
corridor would be tackled slowly, although it had to be vacated also.” (Cabinet Committee 
1992:23). This was despite the fact that the people in the area had provided substantial support 
                                                                 
10
 Formerly part o f Toro District and currently subdivided into Kabarole District, Kyenjojo District, and Kamwenge 
District. In 1988, the Kibale Forest Reserve and Game Corridor were located primarily in Kabaro le District, with 
some parts in Kasese District. 
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for Museveni’s National Resistance Army in the Bush War against Milton Obote II. However, 
two informants (a Ugandan official and an American researcher) told me that a rumor had spread 
about Mpokya harboring rebels who were planning to overthrow President Museveni and his 
government. In addition, several local government officials had allegedly been involved in the 
appropriation of land in the protected areas and possibly formed a threat to the central 
government. President Museveni’s support for the evictions may have concerned an effort to 
assert political authority in an area with perceived potential for unrest and conflict, while 
presenting conservation ideologies as a justification. He may have recognized the potentials of 
embracing the aesthetic exclusionary conservation ideology not only for bringing in donor 
funding and enabling institutional development, but also for dealing with political opponents.  
 The people in Mpokya made several appeals directly to the president. In response, he 
ordered the creation of an Inter-Ministerial Committee to oversee the removal of the settlers, but 
apart from the recommendation to find alternative residential areas and to provide compensation 
to the evictees, this committee remained largely inactive. District officials convened a meeting in 
October 1991 to discuss the matter and the District Administrator expressed a sense of urgency 
to proceed with the evictions, pressured by the president and the Forest Department, and 
becoming impatient to wait for more detailed advice from the unresponsive Inter-Ministerial 
Committee. The meeting ended with several resolutions, including plans to communicate 
government policy to the settlers in the forest reserve and game corridor, to register “landless 
encroachers” without land outside the protected areas, and for the District Administrator to: 
“inform the Minister of Local Government to locate land to resettle the landless 
people and inform the Resettlement Department in the Ministry of Local 
Government to be prepared to transport and resettle landless encroachers.” And to 
“inform the Ministry of Labour and Social Welfare to make arrangement to provide 
food to these people wherever they were going.” (Cabinet Committee 1992:37). 
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The evictions were to take place in March 1992 when people were expected to have harvested 
their crops. The District Administrator appears to have played a central role in moving concrete 
plans for the evictions forward, despite calls for further investigation and for the involvement of 
other parties. The Deputy District Administrator as well as the District Security Officer advised 
the District Administrator to continue efforts to work with the Inter-Ministerial Committee. After 
they were ignored, they both avoided further involvement. Some officials feared that the 
evictions would be interpreted as motivated by ethnic prejudice as the District Administrator was 
a Mutoro and most of the settlers were Bakiga11.  
 Another district- level meeting was convened in February 1992. The District 
Administrator emphasized that the evictions were organized by presidential direction and only 
the president could now call them off. He also stressed the support from the Minister of Tourism, 
Wildlife, and Antiquities, and informed the meeting that the Technical Advisor for the European 
Commission’s Natural Forest Management Project had made available funds “to facilitate the 
boundary re-demarcation exercise” (Cabinet Committee 1992:40). The Forest Department would 
use these funds and also assist the Game Department to reassert the boundaries of both protected 
areas. There was, however, little discussion of possibilities for resettlement with the planned date 
for the evictions less than two months away. The minutes state that the District Administrator: 
“cautioned the meeting to think about where to resettle them and on mechanisms of 
how to handle the eviction. The DA elaborated that putting them in one place may 
not be feasible, or, think about absorbing them in every sub-county. He noted that 
holding them could be politically dangerous in eventualities of deaths noting that he 
would give Resettlement Department of Local Government advance notice. And also 
he had already informed the EEC Natural Forest Management Project Technical 
Advisor that in case of need, he might be approached.” (Cabinet Committee 1992:41) 
                                                                 
11
 The prefix Mu- is used for the singular form, while the prefix Ba- is used for the plural form, when referring to 
humans.  
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Reportedly, some people had started moving their belongings out of the protected areas and 
registering with the local government, but many people were also determined to stay put. The 
Minister for Works, Transport, and Communication had received complaints from leaders of 
settler groups and had visited the District Administrator to express his concerns. He had 
emphasized the need for proper resettlement and appealed for an extension to convene with the 
president or the prime minister. According to the minutes: “members of the meeting did not 
share any sympathies with him because the Inter-Ministerial Committee had done nothing. They 
resolved that they would go ahead with the eviction until the president said otherwise.” (Cabinet 
Committee 1992:42).  
 The final meeting before the evictions was held in March 1992. The minutes illustrate the 
District Administrator’s growing anxiety about the exercise, as well as his determination to 
follow the president’s orders, despite concerns from various corners and realistic opportunities to 
postpone and improve on the planning. He was in an increasingly precarious situation with his 
professional reputation at stake and, either out of extreme loyalty to the president or out of some 
other personal convictions that have remained obscured, he had decided to stick with the plans. 
He estimated that 16,000 people12 would be evicted and expected resistance as he called the 
situation “extremely explosive, if not dangerous, adding that this would be his greatest test since 
his appointment as DA” (Cabinet Committee 1992:43). He talked about “infiltration in the army” 
as a senior army official and other army officials had challenged him, asking about transport 
arrangements, and talking about human rights violations. The minutes reveal emerging emotion 
in the District Administrator’s explanations:  
“The DA labored to explain at length to the officer, but found the man adamant, 
arrogant and unfair to him. He explained to the major that this was a government 
                                                                 
12
 This number, with unspecified source, is in stark contrast with the 1989 population estimate by Uganda National 
Parks of “less than 37,000 (from 8,885 thatched houses)” (Baranga 1991).  
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decision which had been made long ago, he found it on the table for implementation, 
it was not the DA’s personal decision. Towards the end of it the DA lost nerve and 
kindly requested the major to kindly leave him alone.” (Cabinet Committee 1992:44) 
Later, “the DA noted that the whole thing started scaring him to death” (Cabinet Committee 
1992:44). And: “He emphasized that those who have developed cold feet are entitled to their 
sentiments” (Cabinet Committee 1992:46). He also stated that “nobody wants medals. This is a 
routine exercise only we have been unlucky to be chosen by history to do the job” (Cabinet 
Committee 1992:48). He reiterated the support from President Museveni, from the Minister of 
Tourism, Wildlife, and Antiquities, the Forest Department and the Game Department, as well as 
the Minister of State for Internal Affairs and the Mobile Police Patrol Unit. Eventually it would 
be the Forest and Game Departments to carry out the evictions with supervision from the district 
and support from the police to ensure that law and order would be observed. Although there was 
additional opposition from high- level officials as well as from important local representatives, 
the District Administrator stressed that he had received a phone call from President Museveni 
asking whether the evictions would be carried out successfully, to which the District 
Administrator had replied affirmatively.  
 The evictions had been announced and the deadline for departure had been set on March 
30th. Some people had started to leave and took their possessions with them. On the evening of 
March 30th, an announcement on the radio stated that the evictions were suspended. This 
announcement was allegedly organized by a local leader who had personal interests in the 
settlements and was ignored by the authorities, but may have well caused further confusion 
among the settlers. The eviction exercise started on March 31st and lasted until April 8th. 
Boundary adjustments made in the 1970s to accommodate the settlers had been declared illegal 
and the evictions aimed to reassert the older boundary of 1958 that marked a larger protected 
area. The District Administration, the Game Department, and the Forest Department had created 
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a task force of 100 to 150 men and were assisted by 270 to 280 police officers. According to the 
official accounts, the police officers had been instructed not to interfere with the evictions. 
Instead, their presence was primarily aimed to provide support in numbers, while staying standby 
and maintaining law and order if necessary. The task force had been instructed to destroy crops, 
remove food, and burn the houses, but not until verified that all people had left and taken their 
possessions. While the official account of the events suggests that everything proceeded as 
planned without major incidents, accounts from other parties and the aftermath of the evictions 
suggest otherwise. Apart from the burning of houses, officials also allegedly extorted money and 
property, raped women, and assaulted and even murdered people. Following are some witness 
statements reported by Feeney (1993 1996) and Cabinet Committee (1992): 
“We were chased out on the first day. I didn’t know anything was happening until the 
police ran into my compound. They all had guns. They shouted at me, told me to run. 
I had no chance to say anything. They came at us and we ran, they came so violently. 
I was frightened for the children – I had eight children with me – but we just run off 
in all directions. I took my way and the children took theirs. Other people were 
running, panicking, even picking up the wrong children in the confusion.” (Feeney 
1993:2) 
“I lost everything. I had 31 cows and some goats and hens. They were killed – 20 
cows were killed and the rest taken. They burned everything, even the bed and the 
furniture and the kitchen. We’re poor now.” (Feeney 1993:2) 
“We weren’t allowed to go back to harvest bananas and beans – it was guarded for a 
month. They would have killed us. Some people were badly cut by pangas during the 
eviction. Adrian Manako died when his house was burnt around him.” (Feeney 
1993:2) 
“The husband of one 22-year-old woman, called Florence Kobuce, told Oxfam staff 
how she had been raped during the evictions, though she was pregnant. He had 
abandoned her because of the rape and because of his fear of AIDS. He later learnt 
that she had miscarried and died alone in the bush. “Of all the things that happened to 
me, that is what I most regret.”” (Feeney 1996:14) 
“When police came, we were told that some authority was going to address us. I 
don’t know whether it was the DA. After some time, they started beating us. We ran. 
My wife had delivered two days before. I went and alerted her. We are now all sick. 
My wife might die.” (Cabinet Committee 1992:77) 
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“When the Committee visited Abdalla’s home, Abdalla told the Committee that he 
was looking after about 300 people who came to his farm almost naked. Abdalla said 
that whereas some people had property, others didn’t. He said that many people had 
died and that so far fifteen children had passed away. He revealed that he had 
received reports that some people had been burnt in houses and that four girls had 
been raped by policemen and members of the Task Force. He requested that the 
evictees be provided with some clothes, blankets, and medicine.” (Cabinet 
Committee 1992:75) 
Due to the fact that many evictees scattered through the surrounding areas, it was difficult for 
investigators to establish the exact number of people that had died. The report by the Cabinet 
Committee refers to the death of twenty people, although it is unclear whether this number 
includes the fifteen children that had passed away after the evictions or the reported death of 
“eight people by shooting or otherwise” (Cabinet Committee 1992:1). The District Administrator 
and officers of the Forest and Game Departments had decided beforehand that, since none of the 
settlers had registered with the district office, provisions for resettlement would not be req uired. 
Contrary to reports that most evictees had second homes outside of the protected areas, the vast 
majority of displaced individuals became homeless and scattered throughout the surrounding 
areas and squatted in various places without further humanitarian assistance. They no longer had 
access to their fields and were unable to harvest remaining crops.  
Oxfam later became involved in providing care to the evictees and in pressing for both 
Ugandan institutions and international donors to take responsibility for this disastrous measure. 
In September 1992, the Ugandan government decided to offer resettlement to the evictees in 
Bugangaizi County in Kibaale District to the north. However, many people refused to relocate to 
the land offered, which they considered unsuitable for agriculture. Those who did relocate faced 
tremendous difficulties finding sources of water and turning a dense forest into land suitable for 
agriculture, in the process posing dangers to biodiversity there (Feeney 1996). A group of 1,230 
evictees eventually sued the government and won the case in 2000. The High Court ordered the 
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government to pay each of the claimants Ushs 12 million (US$ 5,013)13. However, the money 
ended up in a few hands, reportedly the lawyers and representatives of the evictees. I spoke to 
several evictees in summer 2006 who explained the problems were ongoing. They stated that a 
few influential people sat on the compensation money and would occasionally visit villages 
accompanied by armed men to hand out small sums. Villagers sometimes paid money to these 
individuals to get a higher priority in receiving some of the compensation. While one informant 
had received seven installments of several hundred thousand Ugandan Shillings each14, another 
one had received nothing. In some cases, villagers were told that President Museveni had used 
the money for his election campaign, and were asked for money to sue the government again.  
 Overall, the evictions illustrate how the introduction of conservation ideologies by 
foreign conservationists and international donors create and/or meet with complex national and 
local politics. It is an obvious case where depoliticized programs lead to dramatically oppressive 
actions, driven by various actors in different positions, with different expectations and interests 
(Ferguson 1990 Scott 1998). There is evidence that the donors pressed for evictions in Uganda 
but they remained absent from any forms of concrete planning and concern with the welfare of 
the evictees. The role of a single man, the District Administrator, in pushing for the evictions 
despite disagreement on high political levels was tremendous. He expressed a lot of anxiety over 
the decision, but revealed no doubt about the necessity to carry out the exercise on the basis of 
the presidents’ orders. Since he was a Mutoro, some people suggested that his motivations were 
driven by ethnic prejudice against the many Bakiga residing in the protected area. However, the 
Cabinet Committee (1992:viii) concluded that “there was no sectarianism or tribalism and during 
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 Government memo (TS.126.2004) http://jaspermt.b logspot.com/2011/01/truth-on-mpokya-evictions-reveale-
but.html, accessed 3 March 2012. 
14
 The first four installments of these seven were Ushs  500,000, 400,000, 300,000, and 250,000 respectively, totaling 
Ushs 1,450,000 (US$ 606). 
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the course of the fact finding mission, tribalism did not appear factual.” This conclusion was 
probably based on the lack of concrete evidence and on the fact that some of the evictees were 
Batoro. His statements and actions leading up to the events indicate that he was an ambitious 
man, loyal to the president and eager to serve him. The Cabinet Committee report strongly 
zoomed in on the role of the District Administrator, but the role of the Forest Department 
remains rather obscure in their report as do political and institutional struggles over protected 
areas more broadly.  
Already during the 1989 symposium, it was obvious that the Forest Department was 
becoming marginalized and the new trend in conservation management moved away from the 
harvest of timber and wildlife in forest and game reserves to tourism and research in national 
parks. Forest Department officials had launched the term “forest park” as a last resort, possibly 
sensing the danger of losing some of their reserves to the national park movement. After the 
evictions in 1992, the Forest Department actually started to apply this term and launched the 
“Interim Management Plan for Kibale Forest Park 1992-1994” with detailed plans for the former 
forest reserve, including the harvesting of timber, the formation of advisory committees 
composed of local people, the establishment of a Community Development Fund, and the 
promotion of tourism and research. Forest Department officials had possibly pushed for the 
evictions with the expectation that they would be able to maintain control of the reserve, and 
potentially to incorporate the game corridor under their jurisdiction. After all, the Forest 
Department had financed and supported the eviction of the corridor that was managed by the 
Game Department, reportedly a weak institution at the time. The application of discourses about 
community advisory committees and community development are in stark contrast with the 
evictions exercise during which the Forest Department dispossessed roughly 30,000 people. 
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It is unclear whether the transition from forest reserve to forest park was officially 
established, but in 1993, the Kibale Forest Reserve and the Game Corridor were combined into a 
national park15. Initially Kibale National Park and the five other new parks were managed 
together with the four already existing parks by Uganda National Parks. However, this institute 
merged with the Game Department in 1996 to form the semi-autonomous Uganda Wildlife 
Authority (see Appendix A). While there is no evidence to suggest that these institutes and/or the 
international donors manipulated the Forest Department to carry out the evictions with the 
intention of then transferring control of the protected area elsewhere, it turned out a convenient 
transition since evictees would hold the Forest Department responsible, and the Uganda Wildlife 
Authority could start management with a relatively clean slate. As a consequence, the subsequent 
community conservation and development programs no longer appeared so contradictory and 
could be more convincingly explained as an attempt to improve the relationship with local 
people. Another possibility is that the unanticipated disastrous effects of the evictions led the 
international donors to push for changes to the institutional landscape of protected area 
management in Uganda.  
Oxfam accused the European Commission of encouraging and financing the evictions 
under their US$ 10 million Natural Forest Management and Conservation Project, part of a US$ 
38 million World Bank Forestry Rehabilitation Project, projects that were also discussed during 
the 1989 symposium (Feeney 1993 1996). As a consequence, the European Commission 
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 The area covered by the Kibale Forest Reserve and Game Corridor had been reported to be 399 km² and 339 km², 
with a 134 km² overlap (Aluma et al. 1989:7). Assuming that the sizes already account for the overlap, the total 
combined area would be 738 km². The two management plans for Kibale National Park after the  evictions report 
different sizes for the park, namely 766 km² (UWA 1996) and 795 km² (UWA 2003). Thus, the park appears to have 
gained 28 km² in the early 1990s, possibly due to the fact that the evictions cleared the area based on the boundary 
of 1958 and disregarded adjustments made in the 1970s in favor of settlers. In addition, the park apparently gained 
another 29 km² between 1996 and 2003. While other sizes have been reported for the forest reserve before the 
evictions, namely 518-557 and 560-562 km² (Cabinet Committee 1992, Forest Department 1992, Struhsaker 1997), 
these sources do not specify the size of the game corridor or of the combined area and, thus, further confuse rather 
than clarify the inconsistencies. 
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temporarily withdrew funding from the Forest Department. The Forest Department underwent 
major reforms in the early 1990s and was transformed into the semi-autonomous equivalent of 
the Uganda Wildlife Authority named the National Forestry Authority in 1998. Interestingly, in a 
recent report, USAID claimed that it “spearheaded the Government of Uganda’s initiative to 
upgrade the conservation status of key forest areas from forest reserves (managed under the 
Forest Department) to national parks (under UWA)” (Clausen et al. 2003:45). USAID certainly 
had investments in conservation in Uganda, and had provided funding for research in the Kibale 
Forest Reserve. Possibly, USAID played an important role in pushing for evictions and the 
reassertion of protected area boundaries behind the scenes, but I have no indications that the 
donor organization had taken a formal position on this issue or had provided direct funding for 
the process. In the meantime, the European Commission has continued to fund the Uganda 
Wildlife Authority, for example with € 5 million under the Uganda Sustainable Tourism 
Development Program from 2002 to 2007, as well as the National Forestry Authority, for 
example with € 12 million under the Forest Resource Management and Conservation Program 
from 2002 to 2006. In addition, between 1998 and 2007, the World Bank provided two loans 
totaling more than US$ 35 million, complemented by US$ 10 million from the Global 
Environment Facility, and by a US$ 3.2 million contribution from the Government of Uganda, 
for the Protected Area Management and Sustainable Use (PAMSU) project (see Appendix B). 
This project contributed tremendously to capacity building for the Uganda Wildlife Authority, 
and helped secure its position in the institutional landscape.   
 Currently, Uganda has 10 national parks, 12 wildlife reserves, and 710 forest reserves, 
covering a total area of 32,067 km² or roughly 16% of the country’s surface (Mwandha et al. 
2003). The national parks are the most popular tourist destinations, since they contain high-
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profile wildlife species such as gorillas, chimpanzees, and elephants. In June 2006, the Uganda 
Wildlife Authority increased the non-resident fees for a few hours of gorilla tracking in Bwindi 
Impenetrable National Park or Mgahinga Gorilla National Park from US$ 360 to 375 and for 
chimp tracking in Kibale National Park from US$ 50 to 70. In 2011, these fees were set at US$ 
500 and 150 respectively. Since the 1992 evictions and the 1993 establishment of Kibale 
National Park, donors, park officials, and foreign and Ugandan researchers have continued to 
develop research and tourism opportunities in the area. USAID had provided funding for 
research in Kibale through Wildlife Conservation International between 1989 and 1991. Part of 
this funding had helped to create a research station inside Kibale Forest Reserve near Kiko 
Parish. The research station had initially been co-managed by Wildlife Conservation 
International and the Ugandan Makerere University, but was carried over entirely to Makerere 
University in 1991. In 1992, USAID agreed to provide funding for a conservation and 
management project for a period of five years. USAID granted Wildlife Conservation 
International US$ 300,000 and provisionally an additional US$ 3.7 million for further efforts to 
develop research and tourism. Some of this money was used to construct a tourist station inside 
Kibale National Park near Bigodi Parish in the early to mid-1990s. The research and tourist 
stations created an increased influx of visitors to the area and the evictions were quickly and 
easily erased from the collective memory of conservationists. For example, Struhsaker (1997) 
presents a timeline of the history of the park that he calls “Summary of Kibale’s Legal Status.” 
This timeline not only jumps from 1977 to 1992, but also contains the following description of 
the evictions: 
“1992: President Museveni’s government was now well established and began to 
take strong measures on behalf of conservation throughout the country. After several 
years of discussion with the illegal encroachers in south Kibale, including offers of 
resettlement assistance, which were refused, the government enforced its laws on 
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forest protection and removed several thousand encroachers in less than a week. It 
was said that most of these encroachers either moved back to their original homes or 
moved in with relatives or friends.” (14). 
These types of toned-down discourses concerning the evictions are common in many official 
reports about the park. It is no surprise that many new visitors know very little to nothing about 
the park’s violent history. This erasure and silencing set the stage for new sets of conservation 
management measures, this time focusing more strongly on development and environmental 
education. 
 
2.4 Challenges to Coercive Conservation? 
In the previous two sections, I have illustrated how various actors represented alternative but 
marginal moral perspectives on the future of conservation in Uganda. For example, during the 
1989 symposium, CARE and arguably the Forest Department had focused on the rights and 
benefits for local people through community-based conservation. Similarly, in the eviction 
planning process, several high- level officials, researchers, and local people had opposed the 
exercise and lobbied either for a humane resettlement or for giving up on the Kibale Game 
Corridor. In both cases, these actors pursued environmental justice, but failed to redirect the 
dominant course of events, guided by powerful international donors and the interests of certain 
national organizations. Although this course of events was certainly not inevitable, it appears as 
if the reassertion of protected areas in Uganda and the establishment of national parks was a way 
to catch up with the rest of the world, not allowing room for creative alternatives that would have 
incorporated lessons learned from conflicts between people and parks elsewhere. International 
moral frameworks for conservation had become mainstream and, through large flows of money, 
become practically unstoppable, creating new national interests and politics. Alternative moral 
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frameworks promoted by NGOs and national organizations were not sufficiently funded and 
organized to play a major role.  
 I want to emphasize that this history not only established the institutional foundations for 
conservation in Uganda, but also redefined and recreated nature itself. Although lo cal people had 
been excluded from Kibale National Park, and a sharp boundary had been drawn between the 
natural area and human settlements, humans continue to cross these boundaries, drawn by the 
aesthetic, academic, and economic values that lied within. The aesthetic exclusionary 
conservation ideology emerged from ideas about wilderness in the United States in the late 19th 
century, but questions about human activity acceptable in such wilderness have remained since. 
For example, in his prologue to the book Wilderness and the American Mind, Roderick Nash 
addresses such questions:  
“There is the problem of how wild a region must be to qualify as wilderness, or, 
conversely, how much of the influence of civilization can be admitted. To insist on 
absolute purity could conceivably result in wilderness being only that land which the 
foot of man has never trod. But for many persons minimal contact with man and his 
works does not destroy wilderness characteristics. The question is one of degree. 
Does the presence of Indians or range cattle disqualify an area? Does an empty beer 
can? How about airplanes overhead?” (Nash 1982:4) 
After the evictions, the park management began to police the boundary and to constantly 
establish the conditions under which someone would be allowed inside, much in line with these 
questions about the “purity” of an area. In Kibale National Park, in addition to enforcement 
rangers roaming around to track down poachers, various other actors with various backgrounds 
and objectives are present and active inside the park boundaries and transform the identity and 
the physical and social characteristics of the place. For example, researchers and their assistants 
follow animals from morning to evening, and park guides take several groups of tourists to see 
the chimps every day. All this activity relies on an extensive infrastructure composed of a field 
station, a tourist station, and trail systems.  
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In this section, I examine how human crossings of the boundary, particularly by local 
people through the implementation of new conservation ideologies, have become accepted and 
morally purified through various implicit and explicit justifications. It was not until after the 
evictions that international donors, the national government, and NGOs became more interested 
in the community-based ideology advertised by CARE, focusing on the rights and benefits for 
local people. However, in the process of appropriating and applying it to national park 
management it transformed into a combination of physical coercion through the exclusion of 
villagers from the park and psychological coercion through the intensive management of their 
behavior. In cooperation with other organizations, park officials started to provide rights and 
benefits to small groups of villagers, particularly access to the park to harvest specific resources, 
on the condition that these villagers would support centralized conservation efforts and report 
illegal activities by their neighbors and others. This selective and conditional granting of 
privileges became a way to advertise exemplary initiatives addressing concerns about the 
negative effects of parks for locals without any significant transfers of control over natural 
resources to these locals (see also Namara & Nsabagasani 2003). Instead, this divide-and-rule 
strategy worked to strengthen centralized control by making local elites complicit in 
exclusionary management, complemented by environmental education and income-generating 
projects that encouraged villagers to accept the institutionally determined boundary between 
humans and nature and to embrace the desire for development, or improvement through the 
accumulation of wealth.  
I will illustrate these trends by examining two important projects initiated by NGOs 
around the time of the evictions, the Kibale and Semliki Conservation and Development Project 
(KSCDP) and the Forests Absorbing Carbon-dioxide Emissions (FACE) project, both of which 
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operated alongside and in close cooperation with the park management. Both these projects not 
only implemented the community-based conservation ideology through the application of divide-
and-rule tactics, but also increasingly appropriated the neoliberal conservation ideology through 
a highly regulated commodification of nature. This commodification was enabled by a 
strengthened separation between socioeconomic classes, with professional conservationists, 
employed by state agencies and NGOs, and local elites on one hand, and subsistence farmers on 
the other. In particular, I aim to illuminate how certain uses of park resources became acceptable, 
especially those that generated income for privileged actors. However, as I will show, the 
KSCDP efforts to commodify nature for local people were less convincing, and fit less smoothly 
with the emerging national strategies toward protected area management, than those 
implemented by FACE that involved broader economic benefits. While the KSCDP largely 
promoted the community-based conservation ideology and slowly incorporated the neoliberal 
conservation ideology, FACE primarily concerned the neoliberal conservation ideology. 
The KSCDP had already started before the evictions in 1988 and was interrupted between 
1990 and 1993, before continuing until 2002. The management of this project was coordinated 
by the international NGO the World Conservation Union (IUCN) in cooperation with various 
government institutes over the years, reflecting the many transformations in the institutional 
landscape since the beginning of Museveni’s presidency, including the Ministry of 
Environmental Protection, the Ministry of Natural Resources, and the Ministry of Water, Lands, 
and Environment, as well as the Forest Department, Uganda National Parks, and the Uganda 
Wildlife Authority. The Norwegian government provided funding for the first phase of the 
project (1988-1990), while the Dutch government funded the second and third phases (1993-
1998 and 1998-2002). The first phase aimed to “prevent further deterioration of the forest 
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reserves, and prepare a detailed program of activities for implementation” (Chhetri et al. 2004:1). 
It is unclear to what extent this project was involved in planning the 1992 evictions, but I have 
some indications that project employees were recruited by the Forest Department to work on the 
operation. In the second and third phases of KSCDP, the representatives of the project began to 
incorporate activities that implemented the community-based conservation ideology. Overall, 
they contributed to park boundary enforcement, tested various methods to deter crop raiding 
animals, spread information about conservation, lobbied for resource use agreements between 
park management and local people, and promoted small businesses (Chhetri et al. 2004). 
Through these activities, the project representatives attempted to address two main concerns for 
people living around the park, namely: (1) animals such as elephants, baboons, vervet monkeys, 
and bush pigs coming from the park to eat and trample people’s crops; and (2) loss of access to 
forest resources, including firewood, poles, medicinal plants, grasses, fish, reeds, etc. However, 
they regularly added conditions to their support to villagers as an effort to promote what they 
considered conservation-friendly behavior. I focus my analysis on the formation of resource use 
agreements and illustrate the moral considerations over the precise conditions under which 
selected villagers would be allowed to harvest specific resources from the park. 
The KSCDP representatives started to form resource use agreements in 1999, after the 
Uganda National Park had been combined with the Game Department to form the Uganda 
Wildlife Authority in 1996. Thus, during this process, the KSCDP representatives facilitated the 
negotiations between local villagers and the Uganda Wildlife Authority, the organization 
currently still in charge of the management of national parks and wildlife reserves. Between 
1999 and 2002, the KSCDP representatives created eight resource use agreements with different 
groups of villagers around Kibale National Park, to regulate the harvesting of a range of 
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resources, from honey to fish and firewood (Chhetri et al. 2004). I have been able to track 
information about six of these agreements (table 2.1), including five complete copies of the 
original documents.  
 
Table 2.1: KS CDP-initiated resource use agreements around Kibale National Park (1999-2002). 
Resource user group Resources Formed Duration 2008 status
16
 
Nyabweya Honey; smilax & rattan canes; 
medicinal plants & hot spring access; 
papyrus; phoenix leaves; fish; spear 
grass, water, footpaths, poles, reeds 
1999 5 yrs Expired 
Mbale, Nyakarongo, Kabirizi Wild coffee  1999 5 yrs Suspended 
Nkongoro Honey 2002 3 yrs Expired 
Kyanbandara Honey 2002 3 yrs Expired 
Rwenkuba-Kwerwanaho Honey 2002 3 yrs Expired 
Omwibale  Honey 2002 3 yrs Expired 
Source: CARE (2008). 
 
The creation of the first resource use agreements around Kibale National Park was one of the 
pilot efforts for the country as a whole17 and, although the management practice was applied 
around other protected areas, Kibale has remained the site with the most agreements in place 
(CARE 2008). Chhetri et al. (2004:58) explain the motivations that factored into the pilot effort. 
They refer to the Uganda Wildlife Statute (1996), which established the Uganda Wildlife 
Authority, and which states that the purpose of protected wildlife “shall be to generate economic 
                                                                 
16
 Most of these agreements expired after 3-5 years and had not been renewed by 2008 due to the fact that the 
KSCDP ended in 2002 and UWA no longer prioritized these activities until much later, as I discuss below and in 
Chapter 3.  
17
 In 1995, from October 23-27, a workshop Collaborative Management of Potected Areas: Exploring the 
Opportunities in Uganda was held in Mbale  (Kothari & Suri 1995). It was organized by Uganda National Parks with 
technical assistance from IUCN and Makerere University fo r Environment and Natural Resources, with financial 
support from the World Wildlife Fund for Nature, USAID, and the European Union (EU W ild life Support Project). 
Proceedings from this workshop illustrate participants’ discussions about collaborative management, including 
resource use agreements between protected area management and local communities. Especially since participants 
included some KSCDP representatives, the discussions likely shaped the design and implementation of KSCDP 
activities a few years later. 
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benefits from wildlife conservation for the people of Uganda,” and that the purpose of wildlife 
management areas “shall be to facilitate the sustainable exploitation of wildlife resources by and 
for the benefit of the people and communities living in the area.” It appears that the statute draws 
from both neoliberal and community-based conservation ideologies. The first purpose reflects 
efforts to add value to nature and natural resources, and the second purpose reflects efforts to 
provide rights and benefits to local communities, often manifested through integrated 
conservation and development projects. The statute only specifies that any exploitation should be 
sustainable, but defines no specific conditions and expectations, such as the need for local 
involvement in management activities or improved local attitudes to conservation.  
Chhetri et al. (2004:58) show that the formation of the KSCDP pilot agreements did 
involve such conditions and expectations, which suggests that economic gains and local people’s 
rights and benefits were not purposes, but rather tools to achieve the main goal, namely enhanced 
conservation. They refer to several documents, most of which were published by the IUCN, to 
justify this approach. Although it is not clear whether these particular documents guided the 
actual agreement formation process, the source of moral guidance for the KSCDP representatives 
that led to the conditionality of resource use was apparently not the state or international donors, 
but rather the coordinating NGO IUCN and possibly the international conservation community 
more broadly. After having set out this broad moral framework, the authors further specify that 
local involvement in management would reduce the cost for law enforcement:  
“Findings in the second phase of KSCDP revealed that illegal extraction is primarily 
carried out by people living immediately around the Park, resulting in increasingly 
expensive UWA law enforcement operations (UWA 1997). CRM represents an 
alternative strategy to indefinitely escalating law enforcement. Rather than 
attempting to exclude boundary villagers from the KNP, it instead recognizes their 
interest in, and use of park products, and involves them in managing these 
resources.” (Chhetri et al. 2004:59). 
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Looking at the actual agreement texts it becomes obvious that such cost reductions would be 
achieved not necessarily as a consequence of the possibility for legal harvest or improved 
relations between park management and local people, but primarily because those individual 
villagers allowed to collect certain resources under the agreements would basically become 
unpaid “voluntary” law enforcement rangers. For example, the 1999 Nyabweya agreement states 
that the user group committee, composed of individuals in charge of the implementation of the 
agreement, have certain roles and responsibility, among others: “Sensitize the local people about 
park by- laws and policy; Take appropriate and legal actions on cases reported by the users to the 
committee and park management; and Respond to users’ reports regarding illegal activities 
within the sites/areas.” Individual users who harvest resources under the agreement also have 
roles and responsibilities: “The users shall be responsible for reporting fire incidences and take 
active role in controlling fire outbreaks inside the park .” And: “The users shall report to the 
committee of any illegal activities encountered or observed in the park.” Similar provisions can 
be found in the other agreements, though the 2002 agreements explicitly state that benefits for 
the Uganda Wildlife Authority include improved conservation and reduced costs of patrolling in 
the areas covered under the agreement.  
Chhetri et al. (2004:68) report that, since the implementation of the resource use 
agreements, community members have reported over 20 illegal cases to the Uganda Wildlife 
Authority. In some cases, they even arrested poachers and confiscated tools before reporting to 
local council and park management. In addition, community members have removed snares and 
put out fires in the park. The authors provide four examples of reports from resource users to the 
Uganda Wildlife Authority: 
a) “This is to tell you that when we went in the Park we saw four peop le pit sawing 
timber around Lake Kiribwato. We are therefore calling you to come and patrol the 
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area. The resource users reported to me of that illegal activity.” (General Secretary, 
LC II, Nyabweya Parish, June 6, 2000).  
b) “There are five people who are in the park hunting. We saw them while we were 
checking coffee areas. Bring Rangers and we will arrange to catch them. Come 
quickly before they come out of the forest.” (Resource User, Nyakarongo Parish, 
March 2, 2000). 
c) “Madam, we are informing you that people are burning charcoal in the Park. 
Please arrange to send Rangers for patrolling. We shall guide you to show the areas 
and the people involved.” (LC II Office, Kiziba Parish, November 8, 2000).  
d) “I hereby inform you that after Mweya co-ordination meeting we patrolled the 
Park and found that pit sawyers had split a tree in the park but upon seeing us they 
ran away. So, we collected their tools and handed them over to the office of LC II. 
We have in our possession 2 machetes, 1 wedge, 1 rope (huzi) and 1 file for 
sharpening. We wanted them to come so that we may get them to your office. But 
they never showed up.” (User Group member, Kakooga).  
In addition, Chhetri et al. (2004:68) report a reduction in illegal activities in the park from 1999 
to 2001 on the basis of law enforcement data, with a 14% reduction in arrests made, a 94% 
reduction in the number of spears confiscated, a 80% reduction in the number of snares found, 
and a 61% reduction in the number of animals killed. They claim that these reduct ions have 
resulted from effective law enforcement by the Uganda Wildlife Authority in combination with 
the increasing role of local communities under the agreements.  
 The texts of the resource use agreements illuminate the conditionality and divide-and-
rule-strategy that drive permissions for villagers to access the forest and extract certain resources. 
In addition, most of the agreements concern relatively small user groups and rather limited 
resources. Four of the six agreements concern the setting of beehives to extract honey, an activity 
that most conservationists would consider rather harmless, as opposed to, for example, collecting 
firewood or cutting down small trees for poles. However, villagers generally rely on a wide 
range of resources from the forest. Chhetri et al. (2004:60) acknowledge this and incorporated a 
list “Examples of resources used from Kibale National Park by local communities.” This list 
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includes trees, grasses, bananas, wild fruits, wild mushrooms, fish, clay, ebitatara, rattan cane, 
smilax, palm leaves, reeds, wild coffee, papyrus, medicinal plants, wild game, pastures for 
grazing cattle, forest habitat for the setting of beehives, and park trails for access to resources or 
short cuts through the park. The six to eight agreements that were formed between 1999 and 
2002, most of which allowed beekeeping groups to set beehives in the park, seem quite 
negligible considering the 120,000 people that lived in parishes neighboring the park according 
to the 1991 census (Chhetri et al. 2004:59). Interestingly, however, it appears that there was a 
shift toward increased conditionality and divide-and-rule tactics between 1999 and 2002 and 
especially the Nyabweya agreement was unique for being elaborate and inclusive.  
 It is unclear precisely why the Nyabweya agreement was so different. Perhaps because it 
was one of the first agreements and the KSCDP representatives were more enthusiastic and 
confident that such elaborate agreements could work; perhaps because many people living in 
Nyabweya were previously evicted from the protected area in 1992, had experienced a violent 
dispossession, and were generally not very optimistic about national park management; and/or 
perhaps there was no interference yet from superiors or outsiders. Regardless, the Nyabweya 
agreement provides a glimpse of a possible alternative trajectory with more sincere and 
considerable concessions to people living around protected areas. The agreement contained 
seven sections as follows: 
(1) setting beehives by Nyabweya beekeepers association (30 sites, 20 users) 
(2) collection of smilax and rattan canes by user group Ekibina Kyenshuri (12 users) 
(3) collection of medicinal plants and use of hot spring by indigenous herbalist user group 
and non-members 
(4) collection of papyrus and eminaba by Ebyengaro women’s group; collection of papyrus 
by Nyabweya Primary School and Kihora Primary school 
(5) collection of phoenix leaves by phoenix leave user groups (258 users)  
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(6) fishing by fish user group 
(7) speargrass, waterpoints, footpath, exotic poles (Eucalyptus & Cassia), and  reeds by 
Nyabweya Front Line villagers (all users) 
The construction of the agreement was rather complex since it involved many different user 
groups and many different resources, all of which had their own rules and conditions. In 
addition, for each group of resources, a responsible committee of five users was appointed in 
each of the four participating villages, which meant that the committees would have been 
composed of a total of 140 individuals. In some cases, only selected individuals were allowed to 
extract the resources, while in other cases practically all villagers were allowed to enter the park. 
During my field work in 2008, villagers would provide me with different, incomplete or 
contradicting, details about the different resources and the resource use committees, suggesting 
that the complexity of the agreement may have caused confusion and/or shifting implementing 
practices. 
The 2002 agreements were much more restricted than the Nyabweya agreement, both in 
terms of number of individuals allowed access to the park and number of resources that can be 
extracted. These later agreements appear to represent a consolidation of a standard approach. The 
texts are literal copies of each other with the exception of particular details for the specific group, 
activity, and area. In addition, they focus on resource extraction specifically for business 
purposes, thereby apparently moving away from extraction for general household use. This 
means that the KSCDP identified organized groups of people with business interests or activities, 
rarely the poorest and most marginalized villagers in the area, and made them accomplices in 
conservation, allowed them access to the park and to certain resources, and gave them the 
authority to police their neighbors, thereby creating divisions strongly based on class. The 
KSCDP representatives possibly made these shifts as an effort to simplify the agreement texts, as 
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well as the process of reaching the agreements, involving four stages: village level meetings, site 
selection, community sensitization, and user identification and focused discussions. They likely 
also aimed to demonstrate measurable effects of the agreements in terms of improvement of local 
people’s lives and examples of individual villagers pulling themselves out of poverty, on one 
hand still speaking to the community-based conservation ideology, but on the other hand 
increasingly to the neoliberal conservation ideology that is based on the privatization and 
commodification of nature.  
 Overall, the resource use agreements obviously concerned efforts to create environmental 
subjects (Agrawal 2005), and these efforts were somewhat successful in terms of certain groups 
of villagers meeting the conditions and policing other locals’ access to the forest. However, 
several limiting factors interfered with the possibility that the agreements would become 
established and effective methods to involve local people in boundary enforcement. As the 
KSCDP representatives pointed out, the process of creating and maintaining the agreements was 
labor intensive and required the involvement and training of several different actors, including 
park officials, local government, and villagers. The agreements further needed a signature from 
the executive director of the Uganda Wildlife Authority in Kampala. Then, of course, the 
agreements needed follow-up meetings and controls to ensure their correct implementation. 
Chhetri et al. (2004:66) further explain that the user groups failed to keep regular meetings and 
that those meetings held were not attended by park officials. In addition, user groups rarely kept 
detailed records of resource extraction as stipulated in the agreements and park officials regularly 
responded too slowly to reports of illegal activity. Chhetri et al. stress that the Uganda Wildlife 
Authority should commit more human and financial resources to the establishment and follow-up 
on resource use agreements, and point to an uneven allocation of rangers in Kibale National 
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Park, with 30 rangers devoted to law enforcement and five to community conservation. Despite 
this encouragement, the Uganda Wildlife Authority did not take responsibility for the project’s 
activities. This became especially apparent after the KSCDP ended in 2002 when the Dutch 
government withdrew its funding, as a consequence of new collective donor strategies that aimed 
to support the government budget rather than to continue these individual projects. As table 2.1 
shows, by 2008, five of six agreements formed around Kibale National Park had expired for 3-4 
years, and one agreement had been suspended due to its conflict with another initiative on wild 
coffee. The communication between the Uganda Wildlife Authority and the user groups around 
had apparently ended without the KSCDP, a silence that lasted until 2008 when, as I describe in 
Chapter 3, the NGO CARE became involved and the Uganda Wildlife Authority appointed a 
new Community Conservation Warden around Kibale National Park.  
While the KSCDP started to speak to neoliberal approaches to conservation, the 
commodification of nature was done very locally for the benefit of small groups of villagers. 
However, the Uganda Wildlife Authority had begun to prioritize neoliberal conservation on a 
larger scale in order to sustain the semi-autonomous organization and in order to create large 
financial flows on national and international levels, for example by attracting foreign investors 
and engaging in complex multi-actor agreements for tourism. This approach quickly 
overshadowed efforts to engage with local communities, and resulted in the creation of various 
partnerships with outside parties, including the FACE Foundation. The FACE Foundation, a 
Dutch nonprofit organization set up in 1990 by the Dutch Electricity Generating Board N.V. Sep 
(Lang & Byakola 2006), started its tree planting activities inside the former Kibale Game 
Corridor in 1994. The organization initially worked with Uganda National Parks and later with 
the Uganda Wildlife Authority to “restore” the forest that had been cleared by the settlers since 
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the 1950s. The newly planted trees would function as carbon sink and offset the release of 
carbon in the atmosphere by polluting activities, with the FACE Foundation selling carbon-
credits to companies and individuals aiming to become “carbon-neutral.”  
Details on the project budget and the transfers of funding between investors, clients, the 
FACE Foundation, and the Uganda Wildlife Authority have not been made easily accessible to 
the public. The FACE Foundation website contains no downloadable copies of their annual 
reports and/or budget, and the annual reports of the Uganda Wildlife Authority and the General 
Management Plans for Kibale National Park for 1997-2001 and for 2003-2013 provide no 
information on financial interactions between FACE and the Uganda Wildlife Authority, nor 
budgets for the FACE project in Kibale National Park (UWA 1996 2003). The benefits of this 
cooperation for the Uganda Wildlife Authority thus remain rather obscure. According to Lang & 
Byakola (2006), the 99-year contract between UWA and FACE stipulates that 35,000 hectares of 
land would be planted in two national parks, with 10,000 hectares in Kibale National Park and 
25,000 hectares at Mount Elgon, and that the FACE Foundation would own the CO2 credits, 
while the Uganda Wildlife Authority owns the trees and “all other proceeds.” Lang & Byakola 
(2006) also outline some institutional changes for the FACE Foundation since 1994, apparently 
moving slowly toward a business model. In 2000, FACE became independent of N.V. Sep, and 
in 2002, FACE, Triodos Bank, and Kegado BV set up Business for Climate to sell carbon credits 
and generate funding for the projects. In 2006, Business for Climate was renamed Climate 
Neutral Group. In 2009, the FACE Foundation became transformed into an organization called 
Face the Future, which is registered in the Netherlands as a B.V. (“Besloten Vennootschap”),  or 
a private limited liability company. In other words, while the FACE Foundation was a nonprofit 
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organization, Face the Future is a company owned by shareholders and working for a profit.  
Face the Future lists Climate Neutral Group as one of its clients.  
Although this characterization of the institutional networks and developments reaches 
forward in time, I aim to illustrate the commercialization of nature conservation efforts through 
centralized management and national and international collaborations. In this case, conservation 
was not simply maintaining what was there, but involved the slashing of elephant grass, the 
preventing of fires, the cutting down of exotic tree species18, the planting of native tree species, 
as well as subsequent weeding and replanting. In 2008, I once joined local villagers employed by 
FACE on their workday. They formed large groups of people entering the park regularly to slash 
patches of elephant grass and to plant a total of twelve native tree species in neat grid patterns. I 
realized that they had a tremendous impact on the day-to-day hustle and bustle in the park, but 
also a long-term ecological impact not so much by “bringing the forest back to the original,” as 
one worker put it, but by creating an entirely new forest. The workers’ presence in the park and 
their role in the recreation of wilderness became justified and purified by the fact that planting 
trees generated flows of income for various actors.  
 The success of the tree planting efforts has been questioned, however, particularly 
because it would be labor intensive and not very cost effective. The area that was inhabited by 
settlers before the evictions was mainly composed of grassland, which Struhsaker (2003) argues 
would have naturally transformed back into forest simply through the prevention of forest fires, 
though at a much slower pace than through active planting as done by the FACE Foundation. 
Struhsaker (2003:6-7) specifies this as follows: “Approximately five million U.S. dollars has 
been spent over the entire 9 years of the UWA-FACE project in KNP. This has resulted in 
                                                                 
18
 It is unclear whether the FACE Foundation subtracts any cut down exotic trees, which had been planted inside the 
protected area by the Forest Department and by settlers, from the carbon credits gained through planting. 
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young, colonizing forest or thicket being established on approximately 32 km2, which represents 
a unit-area cost of about US$ 156,000 per km2.” He considers it unsuitable for large-scale 
application especially since more costs would be involved in protecting the trees from fire for 
several years. However, the FACE Foundation may eventually receive more income through 
active planting, not in the least because the resulting tree densities would be higher (UNP 
1996:56), and thus allow for the sale of more carbon credits. Struhsaker is also concerned with 
the selection of particular tree species for planting, suspecting it is a rather invasive species that 
may pose a threat to biodiversity inside the park. His concerns obviously reflects tensions 
between the aesthetic exclusionary and the neoliberal conservation ideologies. Other scholars 
have expressed concerns with tree planting in countries in the global south to offset carbon 
release by consumers in the global north, particularly pointing to difficulties in measuring actual 
carbon sequestration and the circulation of fake carbon credits, as well as to the fact that sold 
credits rely on the assumption that the carbon fixed by trees will remain fixed indefinitely 
(Marland et al. 2001, Pirarda & Karsentyb 2009, Richards & Andersson 2001). 
 Although the FACE Foundation has focused on tree planting within the boundaries of the 
park, and on the associated technical and political difficulties, the organization has promoted its 
relations with local communities as part of its image. For example, a recent brochure about the 
FACE project states:  
“The project aims to impart forestry skills and knowledge to the local communities to 
make them environmental ambassadors of the project. Furthermore, the project 
provides employment opportunities to the communities adjacent to the park. Since 
the project’s start, local entrepreneurs have been establishing nurseries to support the 
project’s demand for native seedlings.” (Face the Future 2011).  
 These types of discourses have been common since the beginning of the project (see also 
Moyini et al. 2000), and strongly remind of the community-based conservation ideology as 
promoted by the KSCDP. As the benefits for local people under the resource use agreements 
103 
were rather minimal, the materialization of benefits promised under the FACE project have been 
criticized as well (BBC 2007, Lang & Byakola 2006). Overall community support for education 
and health care has remained largely absent and, although the FACE project employs 250-500 
workers, the labor is tough, the jobs are often seasonal and insecure for the long term, and the 
wages are low. According to the BBC short documentary, FACE workers earned Ushs 45,000-
55,000 per month (US$ 19-23), which was half the already meager salary tea pickers doing 
comparable labor at tea plantations. The BBC documentary also argues that the people living 
around the park have lost access to resources and experience loss of crops because of crop 
raiding animals from the park, thereby suggesting that the effects of the FACE project have been 
negative rather than positive. While Moyini et al. (2000) argue that these latter problems of loss 
of resources and crop raiding would have existed without the FACE project simply as a 
consequence of the existence of the park, Lang & Byakola (2006) suggest that, since the project 
benefits from the existence of the park, the project leaders have a responsibility to address local 
people’s concerns.  
 Overall, carbon-offsetting schemes like the FACE project create a lot of controversy and 
moral negotiations by and between a wide range of actors. The FACE Foundation has attempted 
to address some of the concerns raised, but has not moved away from its neoliberal approach to 
conservation and, in fact, has begun to capitalize on the centralized protected area. At the same 
time, the engagements with the local communities, particularly through its workers, have 
reproduced the community-based approach. The lack of benefits for most villagers has been 
complemented with the informal allocation of some additional privileges for the FACE workers, 
particularly in terms of access to park resources. After the expiration of the Nyabweya resource 
use agreement in 2004, FACE workers began to hijack the situation. They started to take charge 
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and police access to the forest, which basically resulted in their monopolization of resource 
extraction rights while keeping other villagers out. This was tolerated by their superiors and by 
park officials, one of whom explained to me that their employees worked hard to regenerate the 
forest, thereby implying that they deserved to have additional benefits. The inclusive Nyabweya 
agreement, which had been considered problematic by many park officials for allowing many 
villagers inside the park, became replaced by a much more exclusive situation based on a divide-
and-rule mechanism with FACE workers supporting the centralized control over the protected 
area in exchange for certain benefits. This marked the reversal of the most significant transfers of 
control to local communities.  
 
2.5 Conclusion 
The four sections in this chapter have illuminated the tremendous role of donor funding and 
global conservation approaches in shaping the institutional landscape and history of conservation 
efforts in Uganda. However, the precise national- level outcome was never planned in advance, 
but rather attained through complex convergences of actors and the formation of alliances around 
the sources of donor funding, as influenced by national histories and politics. These 
convergences involved a range of moral perspectives, including a few that pointed to alterna tive 
trajectories with potentials for increased environmental justice, such as giving up the Kibale 
Game Corridor to the settlers; postponing the evictions to design resettlement plans; allocating 
more control and involvement in decision-making to local people; and allowing inclusive and 
equal access to forest resources regardless of its purpose (subsistence or business). However, 
these trajectories failed largely because the actors promoting them had little political and/or 
financial leverage. Thus, the historical progression of conservation management in Uganda 
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worked toward a strengthening of central control, characterized by a combination of physical and 
psychological coercion through the complicity of few privileged locals. This centralized control 
has increasingly become conflated with business interests for national and international 
organizations, thus further marginalizing potentials for more humanitarian forms of conservation 
management. However, two important factors shape the actual implementation of such 
management on the ground and contribute to its eventual manifestation as experienced by people 
living around protected areas. First of all, this chapter analyzed important documents by key 
organizations and, although these documents provided a rich insight into institutional 
approaches, negotiations, and conflicts, they provided no first-hand observations of the ways in 
which managers in the field negotiate theoretical objectives and practical implications in direct 
interaction with their subjects. Secondly, as already became obvious from the KSCDP and the 
complications associated with resource use agreements, governance tends to be patchy and 
incomplete, thereby opening possibilities for transformations that may be locally more 
meaningful. I aim to address these factors in more detail in Chapter 3 where I discuss the 
contemporary situation and the state of exclusionary, community-based, and neoliberal 
approaches to conservation around Kibale National Park on the basis of my direct observations 
of park officials working toward their implementation and regularly experiencing situated moral 
dilemmas. 
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CHAPTER 3: JUST THE MESSENGER? 
 
“To me, yes, where there is conservation, there is that sustainable use. But what has now made it 
worse, people have really taken it for granted. They have even forgotten, because a protected 
area, no activities are supposed to be done. But for us, we have known that, yes, conservation 
involves sustainable use, and we are letting... people are now demanding for resources like the 
way they want. They have forgotten even when you give. They take it for granted. They don’t feel 
that we are really helping, or it is not a privilege, so they have really taken them for granted. And 
they are not so sensitive like they ought to be because this is a protected area. That is now the 
bad thing that is happening.” 
(Local Agent for the Uganda Wildlife Authority, interview 2008). 
 
This quote by a local agent working for the Uganda Wildlife Authority (UWA) around Kibale 
National Park illustrates the moral dilemmas these agents may experience when they work to 
implement their institutional policies. This agent revisited situated moral dilemmas associated 
with efforts toward the implementation of the community-based conservation ideology, 
especially negotiations around resource use agreements, while being confronted with local 
people’s expectations. The agent appeared frustrated with the challenges to determine and 
maintain precise levels of access for local people, experiencing a discomfort to the extent of 
referring back to exclusionary conservation ideologies: “They have even forgotten, because a 
protected area, no activities are supposed to be done.”  
The quote points to a side of conservation in Uganda that remained largely obscured in the 
previous chapter, namely the fact that individual agents implement institutional blueprints in their 
interactions with local villagers and that these interactions form the expressions of governance on 
the ground. In this chapter, I analyze such interactions to examine whether local state agents in 
such complex positions encounter specific moral dilemmas that influence or redirect their 
governing efforts. In addition, I examine how and to what degree such agents, who after all are 
citizens too, identify with their institutions and commit to their professional positions, in light of 
107 
any potentially conflicting sources of moral guidance. I focus on local UWA agents and on local 
government agents, since they play important and intersecting roles in conservation and 
development governance in the villages around Kibale National Park, although in rather different 
institutional contexts.  
My analysis illuminates that, although local people present considerable moral challenges 
to local UWA agents and local government agents in attempts to redirect governing practices, 
they have limited success. UWA’s law enforcement rangers implement exclusionary conservation 
ideologies in a way that is strengthened rather than weakened by their unpredictable moral 
decisions and by people’s fear for rangers’ transgressions into violence. UWA’s community 
conservation agents implement community-based and neoliberal conservation ideologies, but 
express a personal preference for the latter. While their efforts to turn local villagers into 
conservationists and voluntary enforcement rangers meet with villagers’ demands and 
resistances, their efforts to turn these villagers into entrepreneurs who capitalize on nature may be 
more successful in light of a broader national appropriation of the neoliberal development 
ideology, as promoted by local government agents. This chapter illustrates the role of local state 
agents’ moral negotiations in shaping certain gaps between policies and practices. Policies can 
contain complex and contradictory moral quilts and, while gaps are already created at the 
administrative level on the basis of funding limitations, agents in the field are forced to negotiate 
the ideological tensions in practice and to make day-to-day moral decisions, which tend to be 
based on a combination of their disciplined affiliation with the institution and their middle class 
professional identities1. 
                                                                 
1
 There is certainly a d ifference between the income of different state employees at the local level and I recognize 
that I generalize by categorizing all such employees as middle class. Perhaps the use of subcategories as lower and 
upper middle class would be helpful, but here my primary aim is to identify those people with a reliable and decent 
source of income, in a context where most people depend on subsistence agriculture. 
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This chapter is divided into six main sections. In the first section, I situate this chapter 
theoretically in relation to studies of the state and state officials, particularly incorporating 
considerations of the connections between class and governance. The second section sketches the 
institutional frameworks for UWA and the local government, with a subsection that specifically 
focuses on UWA’s organizational structure and policies. This section presents the national- level 
administrative institutional ideologies that local state agents are expected to reproduce through 
their implementing practices on the ground. The third and fourth sections focus on UWA law 
enforcement rangers and community conservation agents respectively, and analyze their day-to-
day activities and interactions with local villagers. The fourth section is divided into three 
subsections on three main community conservation policies. The fifth section focuses on local 
government agents and their efforts to implement environmental and development action plans. 
The sixth section builds on my interviews with various local state agents to gain insight into their 
reflections on and evaluations of their own governing practices.  
 
3.1 Studying the State 
Since the 1980s, scholars have debated whether the contemporary state continues to take a 
prominent role in shaping the everyday lives of its citizens. These debates were fuelled by the 
strengthened recognition that globalization and neoliberalization had caused tremendous changes 
in societies worldwide over the past hundreds of years. Anthropologists no longer attempted to 
understand localities without acknowledging that social, economic, cultural, and demographic 
processes transcend national scales (Kearney 1995, Mintz 1985, Wolf 1982). Increasing global 
cultural flows allowed citizens to become more cosmopolitan, promoted conscious choice, and 
stimulated new forms of democracy from the ground up (Appadurai 1996 2002). These changes 
intensified when politicians and large donors began to promote neoliberal ideologies that aimed 
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to reduce the role of the state to simply guaranteeing individual freedoms through private 
property rights, free markets, and free trade (Harvey 2005). Gledhill argues that:  
“the ideology of neoliberalism focuses on the need to reduce the state, not merely as a 
participant in economic life and apparatus of economic regulation, but as an agency 
which intervenes in the social and personal life of citizens. Today’s discourse is one 
of “personal responsibility” opposed to a dependency-enhancing paternalism.” 
(Gledhill 1996:8). 
It is understandable that, together, these processes of globalization and neoliberalization triggered 
an exponential increase in non-state actors, particularly NGOs, with citizens organizing and 
taking on the responsibilities to deal with certain societal problems.  
 Thus, observing these developments, scholars investigated and speculated about the 
consequences for states. While some of them were optimistic and considered the emancipating 
potentials for citizens (e.g. Appadurai 1996 2002), others suggested that the state simply became 
more powerful since state functions were now also being carried out by NGOs and other actors. 
For example, Aretxaga (2003:396) stresses: “there is not a deficit of state but an excess of 
statehood practices: too many actors competing to perform as state.” Similarly, Igoe & Kelsall 
(2005:5) argue that “the line between the state and the NGO sector is becoming increasingly 
irrelevant – as is the line between the state and the private sector.” Although states were never 
truly isolated, coherent, and independent bodies that governed neatly geographically bounded 
groups of citizens, the surge in NGOs certainly lead to new configurations with various potentials 
that asked for investigation. When it comes to understanding post-colonial states such as Uganda 
in this new context, it is crucial to consider their colonial histories, as well as colonial continuities 
in the form of neocolonialism, or economic imperialism. After all, large donors that are strongly 
influenced or even dominated by Euro-American representatives, such as the World Bank, the 
IMF, USAID, and the European Commission, heavily determine the agendas of both state 
institutions and NGOs by controlling, and selectively granting access to, significant flows of 
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money (Hulme & Edwards 1996). It is often the donors that strengthen the ways in which states 
and NGOs complement each other.  
 While I recognize that donors and NGOs play an important role in shaping on-the-ground 
situations, I want to emphasize the continuing central role of the state. The people living around 
Kibale National Park rarely, if ever, see a representative of the World Bank. Instead, they 
encounter Ugandan men and women in green uniforms guarding the park boundary or negotiating 
agreements, and they are largely unaware that these uniforms may have been purchased with 
funding from the World Bank. Further, depending on their location, villagers occasionally or 
frequently interact with Ugandan and foreign representatives of NGOs, but these representatives 
have no authority to enforce the law and their presence often depends on the willingness of state 
officials to tolerate them and cooperate with them. Thus, donor and NGO activities still largely 
revolve around, are channeled through, and/or mimic the state. Before turning to investigate the 
functioning of these derivative institutions in following chapters, I therefore focus on the state 
itself first. And in order to understand what “the state” is and what it does, I focus my analysis on 
Ugandan state agents around the national park who work to translate policy into practice. In this 
section, I am particularly interested to explore how and why such individuals have become state 
representatives, how their moral perspectives may or may not become aligned with the 
institution, and how they contribute to the reproduction or redirection of institutional histories.  
I want to emphasize the role of class differentiation in the emergence of states, and the 
role of different approaches to governance through which elites attempt to subject “the citizenry” 
and maintain structural inequality. In The German Ideology, Marx & Engels explain how unequal 
relations between social groups form the foundation of the state. They claim that “[…] the state is 
the form in which the individuals of a ruling class assert their common interests […].” (Marx & 
Engels 2004[1845]:80). Thus, they basically say that members of the ruling class associate to 
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form the state and to represent their own interests vis-à-vis the subordinate classes. In his 
interpretation of Weber (1965 1978), Dusza similarly argues that “the ruling class is more or less 
identical with the group of persons who are incumbent in offices in which powers of command 
are vested.” (Dusza 1989:5). Other scholars have illustrated the conflation of class interests with 
state governance. For example, Foucault (1961) discusses the emergence of the practice of 
confinement of the mentally ill, along with paupers, beggars, and prostitutes, in the mid-
seventeenth century in Europe. He links the new attitudes to madness and poverty to an economic 
crisis that had led to mass unemployment, with urban rulers and elites condemning and confining 
the idle, and turning them into a source of cheap labor. Although this practice backfired by 
undermining small businesses and thereby actually creating more unemployment, it formed the 
foundation for the institutionalization of the mentally ill, not so much for medical or humanitarian 
reasons, but rather to serve state interests. Another example is provided by Gewertz & Errington 
(1999) who describe the ways new elites in Papua New Guinea increasingly mobilize the power 
of the police as an effort to protect themselves against the consequences of socioeconomic 
stratification. 
 Acknowledging these histories and processes, it is not difficult to understand how and 
why individuals become state employees. While I want to stress that “the state” is not a concrete 
entity but is composed of its agents and their practices in interaction with their subjects, state 
agents have important things in common. Although not all state agents come from middle class 
backgrounds, they generally become middle class on the basis of their income levels. I consider 
class as intersecting with other factors, which also play an important role in the construction of 
state agents’ identities, including political power and social status (Weber 2010), or distinctive 
likes and interests (Bourdieu 1984). In addition to these factors, there is also the state agents own 
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belief in the “state- idea” (Abrams 1988, Mitchell 1991), or in a coherent state body that they 
become part of or absorbed by: 
“Yet the best proof of the fact that the thought of the bureaucratic thinker (penseur 
fonctionnaire) is pervaded by the official representation of the official, is no doubt the 
power of seduction wielded by those representations of the state (as in Hegel) that 
portray bureaucracy as a “universal group” endowed with the intuition of, and will to, 
universal interest; or as an “organ of reflection” and a rational instrument in charge of 
realizing the general interest (as with Durkheim, in spite of his great prudence on the 
matter).” (Bourdieu 1994:2). 
The tendency toward conflation of state and class interests, and this self- imposed membership in 
a “universal group,” tends to be reflected somewhat more strongly through practice than policy. 
Administrative institutional blueprints can form complex and sometimes contradictory moral 
quilts in order to speak to a multitude of national and international actors; creating such strategic 
discourses does not involve the same practical challenges as faced during implementing efforts. 
This disjunct tends to play out through local state agents’ moral negotiations that involve 
institutional ideologies as well as social ideologies, for example concerning individual 
entitlement, personal comfort, and/or social solidarity. Bourdieu also acknowledges how 
implementation can become “faulty” and messy: 
“The sociological vision cannot ignore the discrepancy between the official norm as 
stipulated in administrative law and the reality of bureaucratic practice, with all its 
violations of the obligation of disinterestedness, all the cases of “private use of public 
services” (from the diversion of public goods and functions to graft to corruption). 
Nor can it ignore the more perverse abuses of law and the administrative tolerances, 
exemptions, bartering of favors, that result from the faulty implementation or from 
the transgression of the law.” (Bourdieu 1994:17-18). 
Several studies of bureaucracies and state agents specifically highlight such instabilities (Anders 
2006 Garland 2006, Herzfeld 2005). My analysis suggests that these types of situated moral 
negotiations may certainly work against professional class interests and favor citizens’ rights, 
solidarity, and equality, but the general tendency is the opposite. As we shall see, this is not 
simply caused by individual pursuits of wealth accumulation, but also by a large degree of moral 
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insulation of state agents from local moral frameworks and pressures, something promoted by 
institutional practices of transfers and trainings.  
 
3.2 Institutional Frameworks  
In the previous section, I discussed the role of class struggles in state formation processes, but 
most research revolves around the emergence of European states. Postcolonial states have not 
exactly followed the same trajectories; European colonizers instead imposed their models onto 
colonial territories, usually involving Western constructs of ethnicity and hierarchies of 
superiority and inferiority. Mamdani (1996) focuses on the institutional legacy of colonialism in 
Africa and the associated territorial segregation. He argues that colonialism, particularly through 
indirect rule, created a bifurcated state based on the separation of one ethnicity from another, and 
of the rural from the urban. This bifurcated state formed the foundation for the emergence of new 
professional classes that gained access to political power and financial resources (cf. Geschiere 
1997). In Uganda, postcolonial structural adjustment as part of IMF and World Bank programs 
since 1987 has intensified class struggles in urban as well as rural areas by presenting many 
opportunities for upward mobility in privatization and decentralization processes. There is quite a 
sharp class distinction even between local state agents and average rural Ugandans, which 
characterizes their interactions for the purpose of conservation and development governance.  
Institutional governance around Kibale National Park involves two key institutions, the 
Uganda Wildlife Authority and the local government. While UWA agents are responsible for 
protecting nature inside the boundaries of the park territory, they have no authority outside its 
boundaries. Thus, any activities directed at villagers living adjacent to the park officially require 
local government involvement. In this section, I sketch a picture of the institutional context in 
which local UWA agents and local government agents operate, first briefly characterizing both 
114 
institutional cultures. This is followed by a more thorough discussion of UWA’s organizational 
structure and policies. A detailed discussion of the local government’s organizational structure 
and policies is beyond the scope of this dissertation, but certain aspects will become apparent as 
integrated throughout the text. This section sets the stage for an analysis of the ways these local 
state agents may or may not reproduce the institutional ideologies as presented in policy texts 
through their implementing practices on the ground.  
UWA was established in 1996 as a semi-autonomous institution under the Ministry of 
Tourism, Trade, and Industry. UWA was basically created and shaped with funding from 
international donors, but the institution was expected to eventually generate its own income from 
tourism and other business initiatives. Since the redirection of donor money from individual 
projects to the government’s general budget (African Development Bank et al. 2005), which has 
a relatively low priority for environmental issues, UWA has lost a lot of funding as well as 
support from NGOs such as through the K ibale and Semliki Conservation and Development 
Project. The organization is thus under a lot of pressure to expand its commercial endeavors. For 
example, in the Strategic Plan for 2007-2012, one strategy is identified to be “Strengthen the 
capacity of UWA towards becoming a self-sustaining organization: UWA funding at least 80% of 
its optimal operational budget from the current 55% by the end of the plan period.” (UWA 
2007a:44). At the same time, other strategies include: “Ensure that UWA priority programs are 
integrated into the national budgetary and funding frameworks” and “Lobby government to 
increase its subvention to UWA” (UWA 2007a:45), which reveal remaining anxiety about the 
possibilities for the organization to operate financially independently from the government 
budget. I consider UWA to be exposed to many conflicting ideologies, pressured not only by 
structural adjustment programs, but also by corporate interests in land and natural resources, 
NGO perspectives on the right way to protect nature, local people’s complaints about crop 
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raiding animals, research activities in and around protected areas, tourist expectatio ns, etc. UWA 
asserts its national importance by focusing on tourism as a major source of revenue (more than 
US$ 325 million annually) and thereby contributing to national economic development and 
poverty eradication (UWA 2007a:20). 
Despite all these pressures and negative local perceptions of national park management, 
being an employee of UWA is quite a prestigious job and many villagers living around Kibale 
National Park would aspire to get into the organization as a ranger. But opportunities are rare and 
most employees are regularly transferred between protected areas as a countermeasure against 
potential corruption involving local villagers and/or the local government. This practice also ties 
the individuals strongly to the organization and may reduce the possibility for them to develop 
alternative career opportunities by disrupting the maintenance of social networks in a particular 
location. I know of a few examples where rangers have climbed up in the organization and made 
it to the headquarters in Kampala, exceptions that speak to the imagination of the rangers. 
Employees are quite strongly disciplined into the organization. This is partly because many were 
educated and trained at the same institutions (particularly the Nyabyeya Forestry College or the 
Uganda Wildlife Training Institute, and sometimes Makerere University), partly because of 
internal training efforts, and partly because of the many transfers.  
The local government’s institutional climate is rather different. While postcolonial 
structural adjustment has created a situation where the institution responsible for national parks 
needed to generate income to support its own expenses rather than to rely on donors and the 
government budget, it also launched complex processes of decentralization expected to 
complement and balance the central government with local government organizations. In 
Uganda, there are five levels of local government: (1) Local Council (LC) 5 district level; (2) 
LC4 county level; (3) LC3 subcounty level; (4) LC2 parish level; and (5) LC1 village level. As 
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many of my informants used to repeat, decentralization efforts aimed to bring services closer to 
the people. Decentralization would more closely connect governance with local problems and 
local needs, and facilitate accountability, especially in remote areas. However, from the 
beginning, different actors expressed different objectives and reactions. The donors may have 
attempted to redistribute power and authority between the center and local authorities, but it has 
led to a great deal of competition and rivalry between central and local government officials. 
Wadala (2007:45) describes how the central government “tries to use conditional grants to 
influence and narrow down “choice” and political space for local authorities by attaching strong 
conditions and supervising procedures for the use of the grants. The center ensures that its 
programs are lucrative and viable, while those of local authorities are dry.” In 2005, the central 
government abandoned the graduated tax on all employed individuals over 18 years that was the 
main source of revenue for the local government. This change left most local government offices 
with a tremendous lack of resources to carry out their activities independently. In addition to 
financial strategies, the central government also works through appointed local government 
officials to influence local politics, especially at district and subcounty levels. Kabumba (2007) 
analyzes the common conflicts between the District Chairperson (DCP), elected by the people in 
that area, and the Resident District Commissioner (RDC), appointed by the president. Kabumba 
argues that the functions of these two positions are practically indistinguishable, often leading to 
conflict that plays out through the personalities of the particular individuals.  
These methods to limit the threat posed by decentralization for the central government 
simultaneously presented opportunities to extend control over governance in rural areas. 
According to Mwenda & Tangri (2005) and Wadala (2007), Museveni’s National Resistance 
Movement managed to consolidate its political power through the creation of new administrative 
areas, which became financially dependent on the central government programs and budgets.  In 
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addition, the many new job openings were filled with individuals largely on the basis of political 
affiliation. Mwenda & Tangri explain that, since President Museveni came into power in 1986, 
the number of districts has increased from 33 to 56, and more reforms have taken place since the 
Local Government Act of 1997. While I was in the field in 2008, I observed this process of 
fragmentation at lower levels as well with the creation of two new subcounties Busiriba and 
Kasenda in my study area. According to the Ministry of Local Government, the number of 
districts in Uganda has even further increased to 111 between 2005 and 2011, possibly also 
having resulted in new administrative areas at county and subcounty levels. All this information 
about the decentralization process in Uganda suggests that local government agents, whether 
elected or appointed, are surrounded by and forced to engage in politics.  
 Before discussing the ways local state agents interact with the villagers living around 
Kibale National Park, I will first explain UWA’s organizational structure and policies that aim to 
direct the day-to-day activities of UWA employees. 
 
3.2.1 The Uganda Wildlife Authority 
The Uganda Wildlife Authority consists of a main headquarters in Kampala and local 
headquarters for so-called conservation areas, containing individual parks and wildlife reserves. 
UWA is responsible for the management of ten national parks and twelve wildlife reserves, 
organized into seven conservation areas. At the main headquarters, the executive director is 
supported by three directors: a Director of Finance, a Director of Tourism and Business Services, 
and a Director of Conservation. The Director of Conservation heads several other officials, 
including the Community Conservation Coordinator and the Chief Conservation Area 
Management. The Chief Conservation Area Management, in turn, heads the seven Conservation 
Area Managers, also called chief wardens (see also Appendix A). While UWA representatives at 
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the main headquarters are concerned with a wide range of issues, from marketing, to human 
resources, financial sustainability, accountability, corporate image, and public relations, activities 
at the national park level boil down to three key issues: enforcement, tourism, and community 
conservation. This is particularly well reflected by the staff employed, as detailed in a table in the 
Kibale National Park General Management Plan for 2003-2013 (UWA 2003:64). Apart from the 
chief warden, there are five wardens: on security & law enforcement, on tourism, on community 
conservation, on monitoring & research, and on forest restoration. Only the first three wardens 
supervise their own rangers. At Kibale, there are 28 law enforcement rangers and 14 tourist guide 
rangers, and six “extension rangers,” referring to community conservation. According to the plan, 
UWA would like to increase law enforcement rangers to 39 and tourist guide rangers to 18, while 
keeping the extension rangers at six2. These numbers suggest that community conservation has 
the lowest priority, and law enforcement the highest, and that the park management did not 
decide to increase capacity for community conservation after the disappearance of the Kibale and 
Semliki Conservation and Development Project.3  
 Despite the high priority assigned to law enforcement, the associated activities remain 
rather obscure, judging from important UWA documents, such as the strategic plan, various 
policies, and even the Kibale National Park General Management Plan. Perhaps this reflects an 
effort to keep information about precise enforcement efforts from poachers, or perhaps this shows 
that law enforcement has become such an integral and established part of protected area 
management that there is little need for further discussion and strategizing. Looking only at those 
documents, one could easily conclude that law enforcement is only a minor component, which is 
heavily complemented by many other activities, particularly with regard to research, tourism, 
                                                                 
2
 During my field work in 2008, UWA staff always told me there were only three community conservation rangers. 
3
 The KSCDP involved the employment of six technical staff, twelve project support staff, five part-time promoters, 
four local consultants, and ten field extensionists (KSCDP 1995).  
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community conservation, and collaboration with various “stakeholders.” The UWA Strategic 
Plan for 2007-2012 does discuss the need for more equipment, regular refresher courses for law 
enforcement staff, timely training for new staff, the appointment of court prosecutors, and a 90% 
success rate for course cases on illegal activities (UWA 2007a:72). This document also refers to a 
“surveillance and intelligence network” that was apparently designed and implemented for the 
entire protected area systems by the end of 2002 (UWA 2007a:99). The Kibale National Park 
General Management Plan for 1997-2001 reveals a bit more about the actual law enforcement 
activities: 
“Patrol/surveillance in KNP has largely been undertaken by a ranger force of 35 park 
rangers. Two to three rangers conduct daily patrols from each base post. Mobile 
patrols are also done approximately once a week. A group of between five to eight 
rangers is deployed to camp in and patrol the forest for several days at a time. 
Rotation of rangers around the different outposts every three months to avoid over-
familiarization with the people in any one place. In the past, rangers who remained in 
one community for a long time became too obliging to the villagers, to the detriment 
of the park. Constraints to patrols include: lack of field gear, lack of armory, limited 
ammunition, firearms of inappropriate caliber, inadequate training in the use of 
firearms, and limited access to some areas of the park. […] Methods for surveillance 
and monitoring are inadequate.” (UWA 1996:74).  
The General Management Plan for 2003-2013 focuses more strongly on the lack of rangers, 
resources, and mobility, while acknowledging that this situation might not quickly improve. 
Thus, the authors suggest:  
“It is therefore necessary to attempt low-cost, alternative strategies by encouraging 
local communities and organizations to join forces with KNP to prevent illegal 
activities.” “KNP will seek to increase the willingness of local people to report illegal 
activities and to motivate a wider network of informants. Though many informants 
are influenced by a small payment, a significant number act to prevent environmental 
damage to their home area. KNP will seek to increase the latter category through 
effective conservation education activities.” (UWA 2003:21-22). 
This is very much in line with the creation of resource use agreements with user groups in local 
communities under the condition that they report illegal activities, as I described in Chapter 2. 
Despite these new initiatives to look for individuals who might become voluntary rangers, in the 
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next section, I illustrate the continuing importance of law enforcement activities in and around 
the park as strongly determining the interactions between park management and local villagers.  
Although a detailed discussion of UWA’s policies and activities with regard to tourism 
around Kibale National Park would distract from the main focus of this chapter, I want to briefly 
characterize the financial role of tourism for UWA. In 2007, park fees composed more than 50% 
of UWA’s income. These fees include entrance fees and fees for special activities such as 
chimpanzee or gorilla tracking. I have seen both these fees increased since 2006. For example, in 
2006, an adult non-resident (excluding his/her vehicle) paid US$ 20 entrance fee for Kibale 
National Park for one day/night, US$ 35 for two nights, and US$ 50 for three and more nights. In 
2011, this person paid US$ 35 per day. The increases for chimpanzee and gorilla tracking have 
been much more dramatic. In June 2006, UWA increased the non-resident fees for chimp 
tracking in Kibale National Park from US$ 50 to 70, and for a few hours of gorilla tracking in 
Bwindi Impenetrable National Park or Mgahinga Gorilla National Park from US$ 360 to 375. In 
2011, these fees were US$ 150 and US$ 500 respectively. The total number of visitors to 
Uganda’s national parks and wildlife reserves increased significantly between 1999 and 2007, 
from 43,062 to 118,964 (UWA 2007b:35). In 2006/2007, Kibale National Park ranked fifth out of 
the ten national parks, having attracted 7,557 visitors. Being a tourist guide is a particularly 
desirable job and brings rangers in a rather different setting as compared to law enforcement and 
community conservation rangers. They interact with tourists and tour operators, gain access to 
large tips4, and have more potential to develop alternative careers in the tourist industry. I will 
discuss villagers’ engagements with tourists and tourism in more detail in Chapter 4.  
                                                                 
4
 During my one time ch imp tracking, I observed an American tourist slip a $50 note to our tour guide, something I 
suspect happens quite regularly.  
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 Turning to community conservation, there are several important documents that specify 
the associated projects and activities. The Uganda Wildlife Statute (1996), which established the 
Uganda Wildlife Authority to take charge of national parks and wildlife reserves, contains 
provisions that legally obliged UWA to engage with people living around these protected areas. 
These provisions state that UWA should establish and work with so-called “Community 
Protected Area Institutions;” monitor and control problem animals; share revenue with 
communities around protected areas; and establish policies and procedures for the sustainable 
utilization of wildlife by and for the benefit of the communities living in proximity to wildlife. 
The Kibale and Semliki Conservation and Development Project (1988-2002) had already started 
to put these provisions into practice, but UWA staff at the headquarters in Kampala began to 
design the appropriate policy frameworks in 2000 as follows: 
 Community Protected Area Institution Policy (UWA 2000a) 
 Collaborative Resource Management Strategy (UWA 2000b) 
 Strategy for Problem Animal Management and Vermin Control (UWA 2001) 
 Revenue Sharing Programs Around Protected Areas (UWA 2006) 
It was not until 2004 that UWA officially launched the term “Community Conservation” in its 
Community Conservation Policy, which from then on formed the umbrella for these four 
programs. I will briefly discuss the main provisions in the four policies falling under the 
Community Conservation Policy, after which I will highlight how the five policy texts form 
complex moral quilts since they combine various institutional ideologies without explicitly 
addressing tensions and contradictions.  
The Community Protected Area Institution Policy aims to form an institutional linkage 
between UWA, the local government, and people living around protected areas, in order to 
facilitate community representation in management decision-making (UWA 2000a). Before this 
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policy was adopted, Uganda National Parks (the predecessor of UWA) had created Park 
Management Advisory Committees in 1994 by appointing technical staff at the government’s 
local council district level (LC5). The 2000 policy argues that these committees had not been 
democratically elected, that they were not fully functional, and that committee members 
considered themselves as park employees. Uganda National Parks attempted to solve these 
problems by forming Parish Park Committees, composed of at least the democratically elected 
parish chairperson (LC2), to complement and inform the Park Management Advisory 
Committees. However, according to the 2000 policy, this caused “committee fatigue” among 
communities and the system failed to function according to plan. UWA set out to do it right and 
formed this new policy, after having consulted the various “stakeholders” during workshops at 
the district level and a national workshop in 1997. UWA’s solution is to rely more strongly on the 
existing local government structure which includes a Committee for Production and Environment 
at all five local council levels from village to district. However, this committee does not simply 
also become the Community Protected Area Institution, but the park management, the respective 
councils, and “where possible” local communities, select which members of the committees at 
the parish or subcounty levels will become representatives of the institution. Special interest 
groups, such as resource user groups and women’s groups, can elect one of their members to 
become “co-opted members” of the institution, while UWA wardens and District Environment 
Officers become ex officio members.  
The Collaborative Resource Management Strategy focuses on the creation and 
implementation of resource use agreements with communities around protected areas (UWA 
2000b), much like had already been done by KSCDP staff around Kibale National Park in 1999 
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and through several other projects in the country5. It is unclear whether UWA administrators at 
the headquarters in Kampala had crafted this text in a top-down manner to guide and standardize 
future agreements, or perhaps KSCDP staff and other project representatives had played a 
significant role in the creation of this text on the basis of their pilot agreements. The policy 
contains a standardized text for potential agreements, very similar to the texts I analyzed in 
Chapter 2 and to the text used as the basis for the agreement negotiations that I discuss in this 
chapter. 
 The Strategy for Problem Animal Management and Vermin Control specifies that the 
Uganda Wildlife Statute (1996) mandates UWA to “Monitor and control problem animals and 
provide technical advice on the control of vermin.” (UWA 2001:2). At the same time, the Local 
Government Act (1997) mandates the districts to handle vermin. However, the strategy 
acknowledges that both these institutions face challenges and limitations in their ability to fulfill 
their tasks. The strategy focuses on the efforts to control problem animals, such as crop raiding 
elephants, that pose dangers to human life and property in order to minimize a negative attitude 
among local communities toward wildlife conservation. Incidents with problem animals should 
be reported to UWA, which then must send an officer to investigate and decide on any relevant 
action. In addition, the strategy points to potential opportunities for local communities to 
capitalize on the hunting of vermin species, which can legally be killed. During my field work, I 
was told that bush pigs, vervet monkeys, and baboons had been defined as vermin species and 
could legally be killed outside the boundaries of the national park. However, few of my 
informants were aware of this possibility and/or had inadequate means to hunt these animals. 
                                                                 
5
 Other parallel programs similar to the KSCDP existed elsewhere in the country, such as CARE activit ies in Queen 
Elizabeth Nat ional Park, Bwindi Impenetrable National Park and Mgahinga Gorilla Nat ional Park, as well as the 
Mount Elgon Conservation and Development Program (sister program to the KSCDP). 
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Problem and vermin animals form the basis of most local people’s complaints about the national 
park. 
 The policy for Revenue Sharing Programs Around Protected Areas builds on the Uganda 
Wildlife Statute (1996), which states, “The Board shall […] pay twenty percent of park entry fees 
collected from a wildlife protected area to the local government of the area surrounding the 
wildlife protected area from which the fees were collected.” (UWA 2006:10). Communities are 
defined as the parishes that neighbor these areas, but the target beneficiaries are the communities 
and households that actually share a boundary with the protected area, since they are most 
affected by the existence of these areas. People living around protected areas need to create and 
submit project proposals, which are then submitted to the local government for competitive 
selection. According to the criteria for selection, competitive proposals should speak to the local 
government development plans. The policy specifies that the funds should be distributed on an 
annual basis from UWA to the districts, then from the districts to the subcounties, and finally 
from the subcounties to the selected projects. The policy stresses all parties involved should 
ensure the proper use of the funds and avoid that the money is diverted to other programs. 
Although the funded projects should fit in the local government development plans, it is stressed 
that the funds should not substitute local government budgets. 
As has become obvious from previous chapters, the original aim of the community-based 
conservation ideology was to contribute to improve local people’s livelihoods and to recognize 
their understandings of nature. However, in the implementation process, starting with the KSCDP 
and leading up to UWA’s community conservation program, the primary aim became to gain the 
support and active participation from villagers living around protected areas, in exchange 
allowing villagers access to certain benefits, such as selected resources. Looking closely at the 
five policy documents, it becomes apparent that they have incorporated both these aims, on one 
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hand leaving room for inclusion, recognition, and environmental justice, while on the other hand 
often containing a level of conditionality and selectivity. For example, one of the guiding 
principles in the Community Conservation Policy is: “3.5 Positive traditional/ indigenous 
knowledge and practices in wildlife management should be integrated into the overall wildli fe 
management planning and decision making process.” (UWA 2004:11). This statement already 
contains a conditionality under which local people’s perspectives will be considered. After all, 
UWA representatives will decide whether or not local knowledge is “positive” and then integrate 
it into institutional planning, rather than potentially adjust institutional planning (cf. Nadasdy 
2003). In fact, the term “Community Conservation” itself already reveals that local people’s 
perspectives are unlikely to be considered. The term departs from the more common terms 
“Community-Based National Resource Management” and “Community-Based Conservation,” 
and the absence of the word based implies a lack of grounding in the “communities.” The 
Community Conservation Policy and the associated policies fail to account for local histories, 
politics, and social stratifications. Communities are simply defined as “assemblages of human 
beings living in a defined geographic area and identified by common history, common culture or 
common residence in the area” (UWA 2000a:4). This type of homogenization and 
essentialization of groups of people is a common strategy administrators apply to allow for a 
standardized definition of problems and solutions.  
In addition, the community-based conservation ideology is not the only source of moral 
guidance in the policies and is complemented by ideologies on human rights and on neoliberal 
conservation, among others, forming awkward moral quilts and revealing certain tensions. The 
following two points under the rationale section in the Collaborative Resource Management 
Strategy illustrate this: 
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“A desire to take advantage of opportunities for local people to contribute towards 
protection and rehabilitation of Park resources and thus reduce the costs of 
management and enhancing efficiency.” 
“A philosophical commitment to human rights and thus to fair and equitable 
treatment of communities living around the Park who have traditionally used Park 
resources (recognizing that resources from protected areas make a substantial 
contribution to local livelihoods and poverty alleviation).” (UWA 2000b:6). 
The first rationale reproduces the community-based conservation ideology, while also 
incorporating the neoliberal conservation ideology that points to governmental cost reduction and 
the responsibility of citizens. The second rationale is a tense combination of ideologies on human 
rights and on neoliberal conservation, assuming that the commodification of nature and increased 
access to possibilities for development will address human rights concerns. The question remains 
whether and to what degree these types of rationales matter in the implementation process, but it 
is important to note that the international donors and central government, with their push for 
neoliberal reforms, have managed to redirect these types of texts as well as some of their 
applications, apparently more so than the NGOs and activists concerned about human rights. As I 
pointed out in Chapter 2, certain projects aim to provide benefits for local communities, but other 
projects, such as the FACE project, create economic opportunities primarily for national and 
international actors. For example, in some documents and contexts, the Uganda Wildlife 
Authority shifts its use of the term “Collaborative Resource Management” to refer not only to 
resource use agreements between UWA and local communities, but also to agreements involving 
the private sector. The Uganda Wildlife Authority Strategic Plan for 2002-2007, under the 
Strategic Program 5 on Collaborative Management, specifies:  
“UWA must take advantage of the existing policy frameworks and mechanisms such 
as decentralization, economic liberalization, privatization, etc. to establish a 
mechanism for partnership. The organization needs to have strategic partnerships to 
be able to meet its conservation goals in a coordinated way without losing its 
corporate identity.” (UWA 2002:12-13).  
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One of the four goals under this Strategic Program 5 aims: “To devolve full management 
responsibility of identified protected areas to the private sector / district councils / NGOs, with 
oversight from UWA” (UWA 2002:13), a statement that completely omits the potential role of 
local communities. Around various protected areas, UWA has facilitated complex and sometimes 
controversial agreements between local communities and investors in the tourist and/or hunting 
industry, adding a stronger commercial component, which has occasionally led to intense 
conflicts between the parties and/or between community groups. In other cases, UWA has formed 
agreements directly with such investors, excluding local communities altogether.  
 In their efforts to please a range of actors with an interest in particular types of 
conservation approaches, the writers of UWA’s community conservation policy documents 
appear to combine as many sources of moral guidance as possible. The associated discourses are 
often not perceived as contradictory and in many cases have cross-fertilized, resulting in new 
forms. Thus, these writers may not have experienced any moral dilemmas that required a 
determined decision, but the documents certainly illuminate tensions, resulting in shifting 
imbalances and tendencies to prioritize some over others. This is illustrated by a poor integration 
of the human rights ideology on one hand, and a somewhat more convinced integration of the 
neoliberal conservation ideology on the other hand. However, the Community Conservation 
Policy admits that the programs still have a marginal status in the overall UWA objectives, which 
suggests the limited reach of these considerations:  
“Although UWA has had a Community Conservation Unit for some time now, there 
has been an ambivalent attitude and appreciation of its role and contribution to the 
overall UWA management strategy. Most CC programs remained poorly funded, not 
well focused and largely unsustainable.” (UWA 2004:9).  
Although the implementation of the five policy texts may be limited compared to UWA’s 
expectations, efforts to put them into practice involve productive interactions between local 
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UWA agents and local villagers that have transformative potential for the ways villagers may 
understand the institution and conservation more broadly. In the following sections, I aim to 
examine how local UWA officials attempt to implement these complex policies filled with 
different ideologies and tensions resulting from multiple pressures on the organization. I am 
particularly interested to understand whether the actual practices in the field reflect these same 
tensions or there is a shift when the issues are taken to the local level where slightly different 
pressures and politics exist.  
 
3.3 Guys with Guns 
In this section, I discuss national park management from the perspective of law enforcement 
rangers, which illuminates the ways in which their daily on-the-spot decisions contribute to form 
the face of UWA as seen by people living around the park. I begin with an ethnographic account 
of my trip accompanying enforcement rangers in the field, followed by an analysis of the rangers’ 
moral dilemmas and an analysis of the ways their moral actions shape governance.  
During my stay in the villages, I never saw a law enforcement ranger on duty. I quickly 
discovered that they primarily operate from inside the park and remain largely invisible to the 
average villager. I became increasingly curious about the exact contents of their job and the 
conditions in the field, so I was excited when I managed to arrange to accompany five law 
enforcement rangers on a two-night extended patrol in October 2008. I left on a Friday early 
afternoon but, upon arrival in the ranger station, a sudden downpour of rain delayed our departure 
for several hours until 5:00 pm. We then walked for two hours in a constant trickle of rain, but 
stayed on a rather well-maintained dirt road. I was without Paula, my assistant, and not all the 
rangers spoke English. I chatted a bit with Robert, the senior ranger in charge, and I discovered 
that the rumors I had heard, that we would carry tents to spend the night in, were untrue. Robert 
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said the KSCDP had provided tents some years before, but those had disappeared and they now 
slept in the open air. I was relieved that I had brought my mat and sleeping bag, but wondered 
how to stay dry in case of rain. First, though, we followed the dirt road deeper into the forest.  
At some point, we bumped into a lone man with a machete and I stepped aside while the 
rangers took his weapon and spoke to him. I noticed a package moving from the man to Robert, 
back to the man, and eventually back to Robert. It was an awkward exchange and it seemed like 
Robert was in doubt whether or not to take this package from the man. It took quite a long time 
before the rangers returned the man’s machete and let him go. As we continued on our way, I 
asked Robert what had happened and he told me that the man was a planter for the FACE project 
walking home. He claimed that the man was not allowed to be in the park alone and technically 
he could charge him with illegal entry and carrying a weapon, punishable with twelve months in 
prison. The package contained tobacco and Robert had decided to confiscate it.  
At about 7:00 pm, the rangers decided to make camp nearby a river. We heard elephants 
in the surroundings and the men got ready to scare-shoot, which fortunately proved unnecessary. 
We collected water and firewood, built a fire, and made rice and black tea for dinner. I had 
expected big stories around the fire, but the men were rather quiet and chatted about practical 
issues. I tried to start some conversations, without much success. Robert was the only one who 
spoke with me for any length of time and he explained the hardships of being an enforcement 
ranger, spending many days in the forest in physically uncomfortable conditions. I heard no 
cowboy stories about heroic rangers and dangerous poachers. Disappointed, I spread my mat and 
sleeping bag in the grass, not far from the fire and crawled inside. I saw the guys spreading their 
ponchos on the ground and covering themselves with sweaters or blankets. Mosquitoes swarmed 
around us and I had to stick my head inside the sleeping bag to avoid being bitten.  
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Early in the morning, the rangers started preparing more rice and tea for breakfast. We set 
off at about 9:00 am and continued following the same road. We could see the Hima cement 
factory on the other side of the park from a distance. At a junction, we took a smaller road up a 
hill where a watch tower had been built. There the rangers communicated to the headquarters 
about their location. We took a small break and continued following the road, which a ranger told 
me was being used by the FACE project. I became a bit bored following such a big road. When I 
had arranged the trip with the chief warden at the park headquarters, he had warned me that I 
needed to be in good physical shape for the rough terrain and asked me to sign a waiver of 
responsibility. Several other park officials had told me that it would be difficult as I would have 
to hike through the dense bush for three days, navigating obstacles and facing the constant danger 
of meeting elephants or poachers. The many warnings had made me wonder whether my previous 
experiences on field trips during research in a remote forest in the Democratic Republic of Congo 
had really been all that tough. There I had waded through swamps and rivers, climbed over giant 
fallen trees in pursuit of primates, found myself in proximity to cobras and vipers, and narrowly 
escaped an encounter with unknown armed men roughly 25 kilometers from base camp. Perhaps 
a patrol with law enforcement rangers in Uganda would prove even more intense.  
So far, I was not exactly intimidated. I considered the possibility that the following of 
main roads was an adjustment due to my presence and, so when we finally did leave the guidance 
of the trails, I was ready to observe the “real” thing. We spent roughly two hours cutting through 
grassy and bushy areas and I was prepared for anything. However, after a while, I started to sense 
that we were walking in circles. The increasingly agitated remarks between the men and the 
occasional changing of the leader supported my suspicion that we were lost, and when I jokingly 
teased them, they laughed and admitted defeat. After another hour or so, we bumped into a path 
at a location where we had started off and we stayed well away from the core of the bush for the 
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remainder of the patrol. The rangers explained that four of them were relatively new to the area, 
having been recently transferred from other parks or reserves, so they did not know their way 
around so well. In addition, they did not carry a map or a GPS. Since it was already 14.00, they 
decided to take another direction, towards the west, and make camp near the park boundary.  
When we arrived at the river, it started raining heavily. After it had stopped, an hour or so 
later, the rangers prepared a quick sweet porridge as a snack, and beans and posho (a stiff, rather 
tasteless maize flour pudding) for dinner. We ate and set up camp away from the river in the 
middle of the forest. There we slept early, shortly interrupted by more rain at midnight. Some of 
us covered ourselves with our rain ponchos, while two rangers had constructed a tent from a 
poncho and some sticks the evening before. In the morning, I went to find a spot for a “short call” 
and heard some people on the road around the corner. I quickly went back to the camp to report, 
but it seemed that the people had seen me. Two rangers had also heard the noises. They ran after 
the intruders and, soon after they had disappeared from my view, I heard many gun shots. I tried 
to count them but lost track after the tenth and wondered what on earth was going on. They 
returned with a young boy and two bikes to camp and told me that two adults and another boy 
had run. The rangers had shot in the air to frighten them. At the camp, they questioned the boy 
who claimed he had been collecting firewood in the park. Robert told me, had he been an adult, 
he could face 1.5 year in prison, six months for illegal entry, six months for collecting resources, 
and six months for carrying a machete. But as a minor, he would not face any charges. Still, there 
was some confusion whether firewood collection in the area was strictly illegal, illegal but 
tolerated, or actually legal. Initially the rangers planned to take him to the park headquarters after 
which he would be taken back to his village. Robert was afraid that, if they released him 
immediately, his family might hide him somewhere and claim that the rangers had killed him.  
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After a breakfast of posho and beans and tea, which we shared with the boy, we walked to 
the trading center of the village outside the park boundary where we would wait for UWA staff to 
pick us up. Since it was a Sunday, many people were outside and gathered around us curiously. 
We spoke to the village chairman and he emphasized that the boy had been wrong to go inside 
the park. He mentioned that there are negotiations for a new resource use agreement between the 
parish and UWA, but that these have not yet been finalized. When the head ranger came with the 
car, he spoke with the chairman. He said that they would not take the boy and asked the chairman 
to sign a declaration. The chairman in turn asked the head ranger to also sign a declaration. When 
that was finished, we left with the two confiscated bikes. Although initially I was told that the 
bikes would become UWA property, I later heard that they would be returned to the original 
owners with a warning. A month later, however, a villager complained at a community meeting 
that the bikes had not yet been returned.  
 On the basis of this ethnographic account, I suggest that the enforcement rangers drew 
from institutional ideologies and social ideologies as main sources of moral guidance to direct 
their actions, particularly concerning exclusionary conservation, personal comfort, and social 
solidarity, and that they experienced some moral dilemmas when they were forced to choose 
between these options. There were several moments where the rangers decided to work toward 
the implementation of exclusionary conservation, such as in the confiscation of the tobacco, by 
shooting in the air excessively, through the performance in the village, and in the confiscation of 
the bikes. However, these decisions were not always completely unchallenged. For example, after 
Robert had taken the package of tobacco, he first handed it back to the man, and then made a 
final decision to confiscate it. A similar moral negotiation occurred with regard to the bikes. 
While the rangers promised to bring them back, they failed to do so, at least within the period of a 
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month. Thus, in these two cases, the efforts toward implementation were unsuccessfully 
challenged by potential expressions of social solidarity with local villagers. 
There were also moments where the rangers’ pursuit of personal comfort guided their 
moral action. For example, the rangers waited for the rain to pass before heading out on their 
patrol, they stayed on the main roads, and they did not seem to make it their mission to go after 
illegal activity. Instead, they strolled around in the park, perhaps expecting to bump into people 
violating the law. This is further illustrated by their choice to shoot in the air to scare the people 
we encountered in the forest, rather than to run after them and track them down. I am unable to 
identify precise events where rangers expressed some level of doubt, for example by revealing 
the consideration of more assertive efforts toward implementation of exclusionary conservation 
ideologies. I suggest that the pursuits of personal comfort indicate a resistance agains t being 
disciplined fully into the organization and challenge stereotypical expectations about enforcement 
rangers as having difficult and dangerous jobs.  
 Finally, there were moments where the rangers expressed some level of social solidarity 
with local people. For example, they did not arrest the man we encountered on the road in the 
park carrying the machete and the tobacco, even though Robert stated the man could face one 
year in prison. They also decided not to take the boy they had captured to the park headquarters, 
even though they were afraid that the people might hide the boy and accuse the rangers of killing 
him. These are cases where efforts toward implementation were successfully challenged by 
expressions of solidarity. As I pointed out earlier, the Kibale National Park General Management 
Plan for 1997-2001 states: “In the past, rangers who remained in one community for a long time 
became too obliging to the villagers, to the detriment of the park6.” (UWA 1996:74). However, 
                                                                 
6
 I want to point out that the management plan provides no evidence to support the claim that such solidarity is truly 
detrimental to the park. 
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UWA’s countermeasure through regular transfers of rangers between protected areas certainly 
limits the reach of any type of solidarity, as will become obvious further below. 
 I argue that the rangers’ implementation efforts are regularly challenged by the pursuit of 
personal comfort and expressions of social solidarity. However, these challenges result in the 
rangers’ behavior becoming less predictable, thus doing nothing to dissolve villagers’ 
experiences with and/or imaginings of local state agents’ transgressions into violence, which lead 
to the disciplining of villagers through the perpetuation of fear. Local people are obviously not 
completely submissive to the rangers, which is illustrated by the fact that Robert feared the 
possibility that the villagers could accuse them of killing the boy and by the fact that the rangers 
asked the people to sign a declaration. Generally, though, the rangers’ unpredictable moral 
actions have a significant impact on local people’s perceptions of them and of the park as a 
dangerous place. While enforcement rangers wear green uniforms, carry guns, and get regular 
paramilitary training, markers that associate them with state military, they are also largely 
invisible to the villagers. The effects of this invisibility, in combination with regular actions that 
reinforce the rangers’ authority and power, stimulates the villagers begin to perpetuate fear and 
monitor their own behavior. In his analysis of Bentham’s Panopticon as a model for the prison, 
Foucault (1977) stresses the psychological effects of being seen but not seeing. He points out: 
“[…] that this architectural apparatus should be a machine for creating and sustaining a power 
relation independent of the person who exercises it; in short, that the inmates should be caught up 
in a power situation of which they are themselves the bearers.” (Foucault 1977:201) 
On one of my visits to the park headquarters in Isunga, the law enforcement warden 
allowed me access to the quarterly enforcement reports (January 2005-June 2008), which provide 
insight into the rangers’ actions of surveillance. On the basis of 12 reports, I recorded that, on 
average in periods of three months, the 27 law enforcement rangers go on a total of 90 base 
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patrols and 21 overnight patrols of three days, and they take in 158 snares, seven machetes, and 
five spears, and arrest 11 suspects who may or may not be fined or imprisoned. Other items that 
they regularly confiscate include spades, hoes, axes, and traps. There is no evidence that the 
rangers in Kibale National Park use physical force. However, there are some indications that they 
can go overboard in confiscation and destroying of the property belonging to the people they find 
in the park. For example, they destroyed three canoes and 31 [hunting] dogs, burnt several old 
jerry cans, and confiscated a bicycle, a blanket, a fork, and three mosquito nets (two of which 
were “destroyed”)7. In addition, one report states that 714 ammunitions were used, which seems 
excessive, but the circumstances are unclear.  
The people in the villages are usually very nervous that they might bump into law 
enforcement rangers inside the park and often mention how they will be beaten or caned, even if 
they are there legally. At one of the meetings for negotiating a new resource use agreement, the 
Community Conservation Warden asked, “I do not know how you treat the rangers and the law 
enforcers. Why do you fear them so much? Why?” One of the people answered:  
“We fear them because they cane us. At first they used to rape women8 and from 
there people started fearing them and even last time they arrested people with timber 
and they threatened them with guns. Now have you understood it? So when we told 
you that we refused to go there, we feared.” 
Later in the meeting, the warden said that some people would get permission to go in the forest 
and get some materials, which resulted in the following exchange: 
                                                                 
7
 The Wild life Statute (1996) section 78(1) states: “On the conviction of any person of an offence under this Statute 
where the court considers forfeiture to be necessary, the court shall [...] declare any specimen, domestic animal or 
any firearm or other weapon, trap, net, poison, material or any motor vehicle, aircraft, boat, or any other article taken 
by or used in connection with the commission of the offense to be forfeited to the Government. ”  However, 
destroying items during patrol takes place before any conviction and blankets hardly have anything to do with the 
commission of the offense. 
8
 This person likely refers to the 1992 evict ions when reportedly officials raped women.  
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Man9: “Please do not send the soldiers to come and beat us up!”  
Warden: “I am going to talk with the law enforcement officer.” 
Man: “When you finish, you ring us and then we start.” 
Man: “Now, as you have allowed that this month, the rangers, even when we go there 
as twenty people, that we are accepted without any proof, that we are accepted, they 
will not allow us, because you know the people who are there are Bakonjo10 and they 
are not our people.” 
Warden: “He can arrest you when you are there as an individual, but if you are five 
and you don’t panic and stay serious, you stand and explain, he cannot arrest you.” 
Man: “If they want to arrest us, we will tell them to bring us to your office.” 
I have not heard of any concrete cases around the park of rangers beating up villagers, but the 
media sometimes reports incidents elsewhere in the country that indicate that rangers 
occasionally do misbehave or misjudge a situation resulting in unnecessary deaths11. Regardless 
of whether rangers around Kibale National Park actually physically harass local people, the 
dialogues expose the sincere anxieties people have going into the forest that are based on the 
potentiality that rangers might transgress into violence. The fact that the rangers get military 
training and carry green uniforms and guns creates an association with soldiers that is not a 
positive one. This is due to the country’s violent past, misbehaving soldiers during the regime of 
Idi Amin, the continuing vigilance for rebels hiding inside protected areas, and the dramatic 
evictions of people from protected areas, which have usually been carried out in cooperation with 
police and/or military staff. The fact that the rangers are often transferred and that most 
enforcement rangers are not from the nearby communities further adds to people’s fears as one 
                                                                 
9
 I did not keep track of the speakers throughout the meetings and, since many people spoke , sometimes 
simultaneously, specifying individuals on the basis of voice would not be reliable.  
10
 People from the Bakonjo ethnic group primarily live in the east of the country. My informants regularly 
commented about their toughness and expressed fear of their religious practices. 
11
 In July 2006, five civ ilians were severely inju red in a scuffle between game rangers and poachers.  
http://www.africanconservation.org/dcforum/DCForumID21/299.html, accessed 3 October 2009. 
In November 2007, park rangers killed two poachers apparently while they were having lunch.  
http://allafrica.com/stories/200711290989.html, accessed 3 October 2009. 
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person in the exchange above indicated, “They are Bakonjo, they are not our people.” In addition, 
one enforcement ranger told me it has become more difficult to move around in villages to 
socialize and to buy supplies since many people in the rural areas these days have cell phones and 
are likely to tell those involved in illegal activities that rangers are around. So the enforcement 
rangers form quite an insular community and occupy themselves primarily with patrols. Villagers 
obviously govern their own behaviors on the basis of these fears, since they refuse to enter the 
park without proof from the Community Conservation Warden and her promises that she will 
speak with the law enforcement officer.  
Of course, rangers also face potentially dangerous situations in the field. Apart from the 
average villager who comes to the park to collect some firewood, herbs, or grasse s, there can 
always be more organized poachers and illegal loggers carrying weapons. However, under the 
section confiscated items in the quarterly reports I have seen only machetes and spears used for 
hunting purposes, never guns, except for one toy gun. During my stay in the villages, one 
informant told me how he would sometimes buy poached meat. Staying at a host family in the 
same village, I occasionally saw a small group of young guys with skinny dogs and spears 
walking in the direction of the forest. They were locals, dressed in rags, and unlikely to pose any 
serious threat to the well- fed, well-dressed, and well-trained UWA rangers who carry guns. 
Surprisingly, considering that the rangers arrested a total of 134 people in 36 months, they 
confiscated rather little illegally acquired natural resources. They report four bags of charcoal, 73 
pieces of timber, three marshbuck skins, one waterbuck skin, five duiker skins, one duiker 
carcass, four pairs of bushbuck horns, and three pairs of duiker horns. Thus, it seems that there 
are not many well-organized, armed, and dangerous poachers active in the park and thus rather 
few factors that could cause truly violent conflicts.  
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One of the UWA agents once confided in me that enforcement rangers sometimes have a 
bad day and get out of control, especially in protected areas where there are tense relations with 
local people. This agent was frustrated with the difficulties of controlling the rangers, but also 
with the people who could not view such incidents separate from the organization’s overall 
policies and became more hostile against UWA. These situations may well be comparable to 
situations of warfare where responsible superiors distance themselves from deviant individuals, 
while denying that there are structural factors that can contribute to create breeding places of 
“moral numbing” (cf. Grassiani 2009). Superiors at the park’s headquarters and at the UWA 
headquarters in Kampala have a responsibility for the rangers’ behavior. However, they cannot 
control and prescribe all ranger activities, so the rangers have room for personal interpretation 
and potential moral transgressions. Although superiors may purposefully aim to create and 
maintain a sense of fear among people living around protected areas, on the basis o f the data 
presented here, I argue that the local and contextual moral decisions rangers make every day 
really define the face of UWA as perceived by local people. As will become apparent in the 
following sections, the boundary between humans and nature as maintained by law enforcement 
forms the basis for, and is further complemented by, current activities to implement community 
conservation. 
  
3.4 Community Conservation 
Local UWA agents responsible for the implementation of community conservation likely face 
challenges to translate the many complex policies and other discourses on the ground, more so 
than their law enforcement colleagues who can stick to relatively straightforward rules and 
regulations. Considering the indications that law enforcement rangers already encounter moments 
of doubt about the precise actions required, the complex moral quilts contained in the community 
139 
conservation policies surely complicate the day-to-day practical decisions for community 
conservation agents. Although these agents experience similar situated moral dilemmas as law 
enforcement rangers, their efforts toward implementation involve negotiations of community-
based and neoliberal conservation ideologies, rather than the more straightforward reproductions 
of exclusionary conservation ideologies.  
Community conservation agents are also regularly transferred, but they have more 
frequent and intense interactions with villagers than law enforcement rangers. The villagers 
certainly attempt to gain their solidarity, though with limited success. Thus, although the human 
rights ideology in the community conservation policies was unelaborated, poorly integrated, and 
sometimes conflated with the neoliberal conservation ideology, in the process of policy 
implementation, this ideology often become represented by more grounded local concerns that 
pressure local UWA agents for solidarity. However, UWA agents regularly consider these local 
concerns and the activities required to address them as conflicting with community-based and 
neoliberal conservation ideologies. As I will illustrate in the following sections, examining the 
resulting moral dilemmas and tense negotiations, UWA agents tend to prioritize the institutional 
conservation ideologies over the human rights ideology, particularly facilitated by their personal 
experiences of class mobility on the basis of such ideologies, and by their appropriation of 
assumption that each individual has equal access to opportunities to pull themselves out of 
poverty. In addition, in attempts to avoid uncomfortable and confrontational encounters that 
expose them to social pressure and to contradictory local realities, they regularly p ursue 
manageable and predictable interactions with villagers. Such pursuits are illustrated by the fact 
that the complex, inclusive, and elaborate resource use agreement in Nyabweya Parish, one of the 
two first agreements negotiated by the representatives of the KSCDP, was not reproduced 
elsewhere and followed by much simpler agreements with select user groups.  
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 With regard to the effects of community conservation as governance, I illustrate that 
villagers rarely appropriate the associated complex bureaucratic structures and procedures, while 
resource use agreements are few and far in between and tend to disintegrate. Revenue sharing is 
somewhat more successful but does not automatically benefit the parks’ immediate neighbors, 
and the money is often used for activities that are considered part of UWA and local government 
duties. Eventually, most villagers remain skeptical about the possibilities to have their primary 
concerns about crop raiding addressed and/or gain serious rights with regard to the management 
of the park. The boundary continues to be strictly policed and the buzzing human activity inside 
represents privileged access for commodification, particularly through tourism, research, and 
carbon-credit schemes. In the following three subsections, I will analyze concrete examples of the 
ways the policies and the associated ideologies are implemented. 
 
3.4.1 Community Protected Area Institutions 
I already explained the complexities of the Community Protected Area Institution Policy (UWA 
2000a) in terms of designating specific groups of locals to negotiate the relation between UWA 
and people living around protected areas. This policy calls to question how these interactions 
become facilitated, how local people become involved in decision-making processes, how they 
are enabled to formally address their concerns. During my time in the field, I attended no 
meetings between UWA and Community Protected Area Institutions, but I attempted to find out 
more about these institutions and particularly about their involvement in the creation of the 
Kibale National Park General Management Plan.  
I contacted several representatives of the Local Council Committee for Production and 
Environment, particularly at village, parish, and subcounty levels (LC1-3) and discovered that 
they are usually not very active in these functions due to time and financial restraints. In addition, 
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the local government elections for levels below the district level had not been held since 2001, 
and representatives had passed away, moved, or become demotivated. Several local government 
and UWA informants confirmed that the Community Protected Area Institutions had 
disintegrated and were not active. Although the local government had agreed to financially 
support members of the Community Protected Area Institutions, the members of the Committees 
for Production and Environment have no financial resources even to do their own jobs, let alone 
take on these extra duties under the policy. UWA aimed to make these institutions financially 
independent of the protected areas to avoid that their members consider themselves UWA 
employees and demand certain privileges, such as allowances for attending meetings, as had 
happened with the Uganda National Parks’ Management Advisory Committees. UWA’s effort to 
divert responsibility to local government is a larger trend, probably associated with neoliberal 
reforms and the institutions’ focus on economical sustainability. 
 While recognizing the general failure of the Community Protected Area Institutions, I 
decided to investigate a concrete example where UWA was required to consult with these 
institutions, particularly the creation of the Kibale National Park General Management Plan. The 
plan for Kibale National Park for 2003-2013 (UWA 2003) contains an explanation of the 
planning process that consisted of five stages: (1) initiation meeting; (2) orientation meeting; (3) 
field reconnaissance; (4) stakeholder consultations; and (5) proposal generation workshop. The 
planning team was composed of UWA’s Planning Unit from the headquarters in Kampala and 
senior local park staff. Other “stakeholders” did not participate in all these stages, but the team 
heard their concerns during the fourth stage. The management plan contains a list of these 
stakeholders and details that 91 stakeholders had been invited to five meetings, including 
chairpersons of subcounties (LC3), members of the Community Protected Areas Institutions, 
chairpersons of collaborative resource management agreements, and representatives of various 
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NGOs. Thus, local people without any institutional affiliation did not participate and were 
expected to lobby with their local representatives in order to get their concerns addressed. In 
addition, the meetings were held in relatively large towns located quite a distance away from the 
park, which further enforces the institutional and (semi-)urban nature of these negotiations.  
 I wanted to learn more about these meetings and imagined there might be reports or even 
minutes that could illuminate the process through which stakeholder concerns were heard and 
incorporated in the planning process. I asked informants at the UWA headquarters in Kampala 
about this and received various responses, ranging from “there are no minutes” to “there are 
minutes, but they are not public.” A representative at the UWA Planning Unit explained to me 
that he and his direct colleagues in the unit actually write the management plan and have it 
reviewed by stakeholders and UWA top management. I asked him if the stakeholders vote on 
issues and the reply was negative, although he stressed that the process occurs in a very respectful 
and cooperative spirit and that they were usually able to find consensus. He finally handed me a 
5-page document outlining the General Management Plan Process, 12 which discusses difficulties 
in reaching consensus between the various stakeholders as follows: 
“Experience with group dynamics has shown that without a given process, a group 
will spend the majority of its time discussing and rediscussing a topic without coming 
to closure. The planning team must agree at the start of the process on the way they 
will be reaching consensus during the entire p lanning process.” 
The methods for reaching consensus are vague and apparently left to the planning team. Since the 
management plan for Kibale National Park was up for its mid-term review in summer 2008, I had 
asked park staff whether I could be present at the associated meetings, which was confirmed. 
However, the meetings were postponed several times and eventually did not take place before I 
left Uganda in December 2008. Thus, I have no data that illuminate any situated moral dilemmas 
                                                                 
12
 This document refers to a more detailed General Management Plan Process Manual (2000), which I have never 
seen. 
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experienced by local UWA agents in interaction with the Community Protected Area Institutions, 
or local government committees, but my investigations suggest that such dilemmas are generally 
decided in favor of exclusionary conservation ideologies as opposed to the community-based 
conservation ideology or social solidarity. This is already facilitated by the complexity of the 
policy. Although local UWA agents could interpret and pursue the policy in various ways, their 
reflections during interviews suggested little interest in voting power for villagers. As for the 
implementation of the other policies, the Community Protected Area Institutions were either 
involved in non-transparent ways or not involved at all.  
 
3.4.2 Collaborative Resource Management 
As explained in Chapter 2, the KSCDP staff achieved the signing of eight agreements between 
UWA, local government, and selected local communities, six of which I gained access to. While 
the two agreements signed in 1999 were still rather inclusive and elaborate, the four agreements 
signed in 2002 focused exclusively on beekeeping groups. After the KSCDP disappeared, UWA 
staff created five more agreements in 2005 and one in 2007 (table 3.1).  
 
Table 3.1: UWA-initiated resource use agreements around Kibale National Park (2005-2007). 
Resource user group Resources Formed Duration 2008 status 
Busiriba Honey 2005 5 yrs Ongoing 
Bigodi Rattan canes 2005 5 yrs Ongoing 
Makobyo Fuel wood 2005 5 yrs Halted  
Kayanja & Kyabatukura Water for cattle  2005 3 yrs Halted  
Ibuga Fuel wood 2005 3 yrs Halted  
Kayanja Fish 2007 5 yrs Ongoing 
Source: CARE (2008). 
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These six new agreements allowed a beekeeping group to set beehives; a handicraft group to 
collect rattan cane; a village to collect fuel wood on one fixed day a week; a cattle group to 
access water; a group composed of 240 prisoners to collect fuel wood; and a fishing group to 
catch fish (CARE 2008). 
Since 27 parishes neighbor the park, assuming that all 14 agreements were in force 
simultaneously, this would mean roughly one agreement per two parishes. Based on 2002 
population data for eight parishes (Busiriba, Bigodi, Kinoni, Kasenda, Nyabweya, Isunga, Kiko, 
and Rurama), the average population per parish is 8,636. Of course, not all these people live close 
to the boundary of the park, but even if 25% of these people would be eligible to form 
agreements, this would mean one agreement per 4,318 individuals. Most agreements were formed 
with less than 50-100 people. In other words, the number of agreements, even at the highest level 
of activity, benefited a very small percentage of the population. As a mechanism for improving 
relations with local communities, the scale of this activity is extremely limited. As a divide-and-
rule strategy that would get some privileged people to benefit and police their neighbors it would 
still face limitations. In addition, of the six new agreements formed by UWA, three agreements 
were at some point halted either due to “abuse” or “exhaustion of resources.” Of the six 
agreements previously formed by KSCDP, five had expired and one had been suspended as well. 
Thus, of the twelve agreements for which I have information, only three agreements concerning 
beehives, rattan cane, and fish were still functional and official in 2008 (CARE 2008).  
Part of the reason why the agreements had been neglected by UWA agents around Kibale 
National Park was that the position of Community Conservation Warden had not been filled 
properly. When I visited the park headquarters in summer 2006, the woman in this position had 
just been transferred to another national park and the Warden of Monitoring and Research had 
taken over her job while also keeping his own, thus fulfilling the responsibilities of two positions. 
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This situation persisted until a new fulltime Community Conservation Warden was assigned to 
Kibale National Park in February 2008. This warden, Sarah, started to renegotiate some of the 
expired resource use agreements and allowed me to attend and record the meetings between her 
and the villagers of Nyabweya Parish, one of my main research areas (table 3.2).  
 
Table 3.2: Meetings between UWA and villagers from Nyabweya Parish 
for renewal of the 1999 resource use agreement. 
Meeting  Date Attended?  Data 
Arrival February 13, 2008 Yes Field notes 
Meeting 1 February 14, 2008 Yes Recording  
Meeting 2 February 18, 2008 Yes Field notes 
Meeting 3 July 15, 2008 Yes Recording  
Meeting 4 August, 2008 No None 
Meeting 5 October 11, 2008 Yes Recording  
Meeting 6 November 16, 2008 Yes Recording  
 
Nyabweya is the only parish with a multi-resource agreement, and an area where many evictees 
from Mpokya reside. During my time in Uganda in 2008, Sarah held six meetings in Nyabweya, 
five of which I attended. In this section, I will discuss the observations I made during the 
negotiations. 
It was February and the second day with my very first host family in Nyabweya. I walked 
with Daphne to the trading center13 to see if we could find some flour to make mandazi (sweet 
doughnuts). When we arrived there, we saw a crowd gathered around a white truck with the 
abbreviation CARE. I was aware that this development organization had been involved with 
                                                                 
13
 This is the center of the village where shops are concentrated. In a village like Nyabweya, there might be two to 
three shops selling alcohol, sodas, mandazi, salt, sugar, vegetable oil, matches, notebooks, pencils, and similar s mall 
items. People often gather in the trading center to drink, talk, and do business, but those spending too much time 
there are considered idlers or drunkards. Women especially are supposed to go there purposefully and not linger 
around. However, in Nyabweya, several women are commonly found in the center, heavily drinking waragi (alcohol 
domestically d istilled from bananas) with the men.  
146 
people-parks problems in Uganda before, so I was curious to find out what was going on. It 
turned out that, by coincidence, we had bumped into people from CARE and UWA who were 
trying to arrange for a meeting with the people to talk about the park and the resource use 
agreement. We were told they would come back the next day in the morning. So the next day, I 
returned with Daphne and we saw them arrive in the same truck. The UWA agents had left their 
green uniforms at home. Sarah, the warden, was dressed in a beautiful and stylish traditional 
dress. John, one of the Community Conservation Rangers, wore dress pants and a button-up shirt. 
Peter, the man representing CARE, was dressed in a more sporty style, with gym shoes, jeans, 
and a t-shirt.  
 They immediately got involved in a discussion with a man who used to be on the resource 
use committee under the expired agreement. This man, Patrick, talked to them in an agitated 
manner, with a loud voice and strong hand gestures. He was obviously upset and he told the other 
people to keep distance and not talk to these agents. About a dozen people stayed behind a bush a 
bit further away and observed the scene. Patrick said they had been having so many problems 
with crop raiding elephants, but UWA had not helped them in any way and when they come to 
chase elephants away, they are always too late. He complained about many unfulfilled promises. 
I could tell he was about to explode. He said that when the elephants raid the crops, people have 
no money to pay for their children’s school uniforms and books. John tried to calm him down, 
but without much success. Patrick walked back to his fellow villagers and some other people 
came forward, including another member of the former resource use committee. John said that 
their anger and refusal to talk was counterproductive and would not make the park go away. So it 
would be better to talk to each other and try to find some solutions, than to maintain this hostility.  
After some more discussion, the villagers agreed to have a meeting and we all sat down 
on some benches that had been rapidly collected from some homes nearby. Sarah and John 
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arranged the benches around the one that I was already sitting on with Daphne. They put one 
bench in front of us where they would sit, which would face about four benches opposite. In other 
words, they positioned us “on their side,” and I immediately planned to clarify to the villagers 
after the meeting that I was not working for UWA. There must have been about 20 people in 
total, some coming and going. Mostly there were men, but some women gathered on the 
sidelines. The chairman of the village started to speak and thanked the guests for coming. He 
asked the people to be orderly and to control their temper. Patrick joined me and Daphne on the 
same bench and was obviously unhappy that the meeting even took place. The warden started 
talking and introduced herself as a new warden. She said that the former warden had informed 
her of the problems related to the park and had told her to always keep her phone on and be 
available to respond to calls. She then introduced the CARE representative Peter.  
 Peter briefly spoke about problems associated with protected areas and explained that his 
job was to negotiate between state agencies, such as the National Forestry Authority or UWA, 
and the local communities and to hold both sides accountable. He stressed that people should 
know the important documents associated with the park, such as the General Management Plan 
and the text of the resource use agreement, so that they could know their rights and contribute to 
improve on the provisions and make sure everything would be in writing. Then he asked the 
people to assist him in creating a timeline with recent history of issues between the park and the 
people, year by year, and explained that he would be an impartial mediator whom they could tell 
everything. He started in 1992, right before the evictions, and wrote people’s memories and 
concerns on a large sheet of paper taped to a wall. The entire meeting lasted 2.5 hours, primarily 
consisting of this recounting of history. The villagers speaking the most were former members of 
the resource use committees and/or had other official positions in the village. They discussed the 
evictions and complained that property and houses had been burnt and women had been raped. 
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They also mentioned that the rangers had come in 1993, the year after the evictions, and regularly 
beat people. The villagers had wanted to access the banana plantations left behind inside the 
protected area and harvest any food still growing there, but they had not been allowed to do so. 
Then, in 1994, park representatives started to come to “teach us how to befriend the park” and 
allowed people to harvest the food still left inside the park, though only with a receipt of Ushs 
500 (US$ 0.21) per week for crossing the park boundary. This was also the time when KSCDP 
was active and launched several conservation and development projects in the area, something 
which the villagers were very positive about. In 1997, the elephant population expanded into the 
area and ate and destroyed the remaining banana plantations inside the park. Soon after, the 
KSCDP representatives started to negotiate the first agreement which was finalized in 1999. Peter 
asked the villagers many questions about technical details associated with the agreement, 
including the structure of the committees, the specific rules associated with the harvest and 
subsequent meetings between UWA and the villagers.  
In 2004, the agreement was no longer being implemented. Many committee members had 
moved away, no more meetings were being held, and the agreement eventually expired. In 
addition, the FACE project started “spoiling the resources,” meaning that they removed many of 
the resources that the people of Nyabweya Parish could access in the park in order to plant 
indigenous trees. FACE workers ended up monopolizing the resources and policing access by 
local villagers. During the meeting, the villagers told Peter that they were afraid the FACE 
workers had finished all the resources they desired to access, from exotic building poles to rattan 
cane. As the FACE project had started planting trees in the areas inside the park near the 
boundary, covering grasslands and former agricultural fields, the elephants had started to migrate 
from Queen Elizabeth National Park into Kibale National Park and begun to cross the boundary 
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to raid people’s crops. The villagers had attempted to get the resource use agreement renewed 
with UWA, but failed to get an adequate response. Patrick explained to Peter: 
“But the problem we have is that we write letters to them, but they can’t come. 
Sometimes we tell them that we are going on foot and reach them ourselves [the 
UWA headquarters in Isunga]. They again say that they are going to come, but then 
disappear. We do not know what to do. We would like you to advise us on this issue. 
Whom shall we turn to, as they have tossed us up and down? Where shall we be 
running with our pains and problems?” 
Peter asked the villagers at the meeting whether they would be prepared to cooperate with UWA 
again. One villager stated: “We would like to cooperate and work hand in hand with the park. We 
have peace with them. Then that is when we shall develop ourselves.” Then this villager stressed 
the elephant problem and requested UWA to establish an outpost in Nyabweya with rangers who 
would be able to respond quickly to reports of elephants in the fields and chase them even at 
night. Another villager added that the people should receive compensation for elephant damage 
to their crops. Peter suggested that the villagers should try to get these issues incorporated in the 
new agreement. Patrick responded: 
“I would like to pose this question. Now you know, these Bazungu14 things, or even 
government things, come to pass slowly. We do not know when this agreement will 
be made. So what is going to be aiding us so that these elephants do not continue 
disturbing us? Because we do not know if it will reach even up to next year before the 
agreement is made. So what means are we going to devise?” 
Other villagers confirmed the problem and the lack of response and support from UWA. 
Someone stated, “Starting from today, you should bring for us the rangers to guard against these 
animals!” Sarah asked, “Starting from today?” Peter confirmed, “Today.” The man confirmed, 
“Today!” And the other villagers laughed. The discussion revolved around the crop raiding 
elephants for quite some time and people complained that UWA staff was not from the area and 
thus did not care much about the situation. Village officials mentioned they had written to the 
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 This term has complex connotations. Ugandans usually use it to refer to white foreigners, but  they also regularly 
use it to refer to lighter-skinned Ugandans as well as to African-American visitors. 
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subcounty chairman and were considering bringing the issue to the district level, thus indicating 
that they had been proactive in trying to find help. Sarah, however, suggested that the villagers’ 
refusal to maintain an elephant deterrent trench that had been dug by KSCDP was causing the 
problems. The villagers explained that elephants find weak spots in trench where they can cross, 
for example where the trench is shallow or where there are swampy areas.  
 Finally, Peter and Sarah agreed with the villagers that they would return four days later to 
take a field trip into the park and assess what resources were still there that could be harvested by 
the villagers under a new agreement. Before this second meeting, however, on Saturday February 
16, there was another important meeting in the village, not involving UWA agents, but local 
government agents. Parish and subcountry representatives had come in response to the letter they 
had received from the people and probably a subsequent report that UWA had visited. The 
meeting was held at another spot in the village and about 30-40 people attended. The subcounty 
representative explained that he had informed the district officials of the people’s complaints and 
the district had informed UWA15. He explained that UWA would not be willing to pay for a 
permanent ranger for Nyabweya or to give guns to people to chase the elephants themselves, but 
he told the villagers to write him a letter asking for compensation and promised to try to address 
this. I have observed that this letter was indeed written and send to the subcounty a few days 
later, but I have no information about any subsequent actions on this and/or on higher levels of 
government. A few other issues were discussed at this meeting, such as the restoration of the 
main road, and the general atmosphere seemed optimistic.  
 On Monday, Sarah, Peter, and John came to the village for the excursion into the park. 
Only a small group of villagers accompanied us, again primarily the people who had been on the 
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 I am not aware of the precise timeline of these events, but the possibility exists that the district involvement may 
have stimulated UWA to take action and appoint a new Community Conservation Warden and/or ask for support 
from CARE. 
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resource use committees for the first agreement. We first walked to the FACE nursery just on the 
other side of the park boundary and started assessing the resources available from there, including 
grasses, reeds, exotic poles. After a 45-minute walk alongside the boundary and up a hill, we 
arrived at the top of the hill and had a beautiful view over the valley and a crater lake, called 
Kyerere, one of the six crater lakes in the area. I could spot forest on all sides of the lake, except 
the direction where we just came from. People had been allowed to fish, but lacked boats or nets. 
John said that in the past people would gather a bunch of reeds to float on and then paddle to the 
center of the lake, where bigger fish can be caught. He said this method was very dangerous. The 
UWA agents and the people started discussing previous attempts and failures to effectively 
initiate fishing. The excursion into the park was followed by a meeting in a neighboring village 
also in Nyabweya Parish. Our group went there by truck and met with 20-30 villagers in a trading 
center. There Sarah and Peter explained how they understood people’s problems, but st ressed that 
they were in a difficult position with insufficient resources to address them. They still hoped for 
people to collaborate.  
 Overall, these first two meetings made the people of Nyabweya Parish hopeful. Several 
villagers told me how they had appreciated Peter’s efforts to understand the problems and his 
advice to them. They were also willing to give Sarah a chance, since she was a new Community 
Conservation Warden and may bring positive change. However, after the second meeting, I never 
saw Peter in Nyabweya again. He produced a report for CARE, evaluating the resource use 
agreements around Kibale National Park (CARE 2008). This report had a rather optimistic tone, 
pointing to successes such as: “Co-management has improved the relations between park 
management and the local community tremendously.” (CARE 2008:4). And to challenges such 
as: “While the reviews and renewal were provided for in the KNP agreements, most of the 
agreements and plans were not reviewed and as a result certain issues that have come up in the 
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course of implementation have not been addressed.” (CARE 2008:13). The timeline Peter had 
made with the villagers during the first meeting was included as an appendix, but the concerns 
about crop raiding elephants were not mentioned in the report’s main text. People’s requests for 
rangers and/or compensation were not referred to in the report at all. The subsequent meetings for 
negotiating a new resource use agreement would be held between Sarah and John and the 
villagers. 
 During the first two meetings, Sarah and Peter had worked to improve relations with the 
villagers, primarily by listening to their concerns and expressing their willingness to find 
solutions at least for some of the issues. They had cautiously remarked that they felt unable to 
address the most pressing problem of crop raiding elephants. Although Peter had encouraged 
people to try to incorporate something about this issue in the new agreement, he never addressed 
it in his report. Sarah would attempt to direct the attention in the following meetings to the 
resource use agreement specifically while considering crop raiding as a separate issue that should 
be addressed through separate channels, particularly through trenches dug with revenue sharing 
as I explain in the next section. The question of compensation could only be addressed through 
the parliament in Kampala and would be a lengthy complex process. The two first meetings were 
a fragile balance of promises and boundaries and set a rough framework in which moral 
negotiations might be possible.  
 Sarah organized the third meeting five months later, in July. During this meeting, Sarah 
and the villagers discussed the different resources, whether they were still available in the park 
and whether they were still desired by the people. This is also the meeting during which Sarah 
clarified that there would be only three resources in the new agreement (instead of the seven 
categories in the first agreement), and that people had to form specific user groups in order to 
access the resources. I was unable to attend the fourth meeting held in August, during which the 
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villagers would introduce the leaders they selected for the twelve resource groups, with one group 
for each resource and for each of the four villages in Nyabweya Parish neighboring the park. I 
was informed that only six or seven villagers had attended this meeting and that they had made 
another field trip into the park to determine details about resources and suitable locations for 
harvesting. They had also decided that each resource group should have five members so that the 
total number of resource users would become 60. During the fifth meeting in October, Sarah and 
the villagers discussed more technical details about the agreement, including the prices people 
should charge for the resources, and presented a list with 60 users from which they elected one 
overall chairperson, vice-chairperson, and secretary. For the sixth meeting in November, Sarah 
had brought a draft text of the agreement that she discussed with the villagers in detail. Instead of 
describing and analyzing each meeting in detail, I will point to certain trends and illustrate them 
with transcriptions.  
 Sarah certainly worked to implement both the community-based and neoliberal 
conservation ideologies that are prominent in the community conservation policies. The fact that 
only selected villagers would be able to access the resources fit with the implementation of both 
these ideologies, firstly through a divide-and-rule strategy where some privileged villagers would 
police their neighbors, and secondly through the creation of a market where these privileged 
villagers would gain access to resources and sell them to their neighbors. The meetings were 
generally announced in the village through local leaders and members of the former resource use 
committee under the expired agreement. None of the members of my three host families in 
Nyabweya ever attended these meetings, either because they were unaware, because they had no 
time, and/or because they felt they were excluded from any opportunity to begin with. The 
selection of the 60 resource users was done through the attendees, and thus not done 
democratically involving all inhabitants in the four villages. Possibly the overall level of 
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enthusiasm and anticipation among the villagers was limited as well, since attendance to the 
meetings was not very impressive. Even during the fifth meeting, when the 60 resource users 
were introduced, only about 30 people had shown up, with excuses ranging from illness to 
weddings, and crop raiding animals.  
 Although the villagers never stated it explicitly, they appeared uneasy with their 
privileged position, which especially became apparent through an exchange during the fifth 
meeting when Sarah started to engage in attempts to implement the community-based 
conservation ideology. Several men expressed concerns about ways to catch, apprehend, and/or 
report fellow villagers engaging in illegal activities, and how such villagers might retaliate. In the 
first exchange, a man described how they once reported someone who had illegally cut down 
some boundary trees and the Community Conservation Warden had come to inspect. He asked:  
“Now that the culprits have not been able to come for sensitization, yet the rest of us 
are here, in what ways are you going to help us? We might find the poles finished 
from the park, and at the same time the boundary trees are cut.” 
Sarah responded with an effort to ensure people’s involvement in law enforcement by applying 
the community-based conservation ideology: 
“Where will they pass to spoil the national park? If you say that they will continue to 
spoil the park I am going to terminate that agreement right now. […]. If I find out that 
you have got a pole and sold it at Ushs 500, then the other one does the same, that 
shows that you haven’t done your job. We will have failed to follow what is in the 
agreement, because we are trying to make sure that you take the responsibility to 
protect the park.” 
This was followed by an exchange involving different men in the audience. 
Man: “That’s true, but if I get them, will you give me the necessities to do that?” 
[People laughing loudly.] 
Man: “Listen. First listen. We had a meeting and we stopped the issue of using cards. 
You resource users are sixty; you are now rangers. No one will be allowed apart from 
the sixty of you.”  
Sarah: “You should get passport photos and cards.” 
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Man: “You are even going to be given cards. Arrest whoever you find there and is not 
allowed. You have the responsibility with effect from today after the meeting.” 
Man: “We are now the owners of the park. Inform the rangers so that they will not 
disturb us.” 
Sarah: “Arrest whoever is in wrong. Some people will get the poles and sell them at 
Ushs 300, yet the rest of you are selling at Ushs 500, which will put you in loss. That 
is your job, to arrest them even when they are two. That will scare them and there will 
be a difference.”  
Man: “Park warden, you have not yet understood what they meant. Suppose they 
found two people or a group of people carrying pangas and spears. If the other group 
attacks those that have gone to get poles, what should they do?”  
Sarah: “Fighting? Will you manage to fight a fellow villager you met? You can make 
a phone call and a ranger comes. If he’s not able, you can write the culprits’ names. 
Don’t we always look for thieves? The police gets them, even if they are in places 
like Kampala.” 
Man: “You surely can get them.” 
Sarah: “If you see him and he realizes that he’s in wrong, he will run.” 
Man: “If you give in two or three people and they tell you that you are not going to 
survive the night, that they are going to kill you, will you stay in that home?”  
Sarah: “If you happen to see the person in wrong, whose problem is it? Will he really 
come and burn your house?”  
Man: “What I have realized is that when you are in a group, will he burn the whole 
group?”  
Sarah: “We should first know the minimum number of the people that are supposed to 
go and get poles from the park. Then we will make a decision to make sure that, if 
people are going to pick the poles, they do not exceed the number. To me, I think if 
ten people see a culprit he will run away. If you get him, will he burn your houses?”  
Man: “When we find there a witch, we will run away.” 
Sarah: “All that happens. A witch cannot steal your bananas and you keep quiet. You 
have to let him know that you have seen him.”  
Although people were excited to become rangers, or “the owners of the park,” they obviously 
feared the repercussions if they would turn their neighbors in for entering the park. They referred 
to witchcraft in a way that reminds of Geschiere (1997:16) who, on the basis of his study in 
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Cameroon, pointed out that witchcraft may be used toward wealth accumulation as well as 
leveling: “Witchcraft is both a resource for the powerful and also a weapon for the weak against 
new inequalities.” In this case, the villagers identified other individuals who would go into the 
park to collect resources as potential witches16, on one hand implying that they had certain things 
in common with those witches in terms of efforts to accumulate, while on the other hand fearing 
the consequences of keeping others out. I suggest that villagers pointed to the expectation of 
situated moral dilemmas if they were to encounter such situations in the field, namely between 
the community-based conservation ideology and social ideologies concerning solidarity with 
their neighbors. There is no indication that they have a convincing solution for this dilemma, 
something that might interfere with their actual commitment to community-based conservation. 
 In addition to the villagers’ fear of witches, there were other reasons why their enthusiasm 
for community-based conservation was limited: they attempted to use Sarah’s desire for their 
cooperation to gain her solidarity in addressing UWA’s poor collaboration and responsiveness to 
crop raiding problems. Thus, Sarah experienced situated moral dilemmas herself, being pressured 
for solidarity, while aiming to implement select institutional conservation ideologies. Although 
engaging with local communities on a wide range of issues and dealing with problem animals 
were explicit aims of Community Conservation and described in the policies, Sarah apparently 
felt that many of those provisions and villagers’ expectations were incompatible with her efforts 
to implement the Collaborative Resource Management Strategy and to renew the resource use 
agreement. She regularly pointed to the lack of time and resources and the limitations of her 
authority. However, she made a moral choice by prioritizing certain activities over others, which 
is shown not only by her focus on the agreement, but also by her willingness to invest extra time 
and effort into the promotion of businesses, as will become apparent further below. Thus, she was 
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not completely constrained and had the option to make considerably or slightly different 
prioritizations, either by engaging in reflective discussion with her superiors or by investing the 
extra time and effort differently. Whenever Sarah was challenged on these topics, she was 
pressured to reconsider her moral choice. Sarah negotiated these situations in various ways, 
sometimes by ignoring the comment, sometimes by changing the subject, sometimes by trying to 
keep topics strictly separated, and sometimes by trying to find a solution. For example, during the 
third meeting, Sarah referred to the absence of many data sheets and expressed frustration that the 
people had not fulfilled these requirements under the first agreement, in response to which a man 
tried to hold her responsible for education and field trips, something which he obviously desired: 
Sarah: “Where did you put the data? What is the problem? For us, we knew you got 
exotic poles only. Fish, grass, firewood, medicinal herbs, we do not have data for 
these. It means you, the leaders, have got problems.” 
Man: “Now your problem is that you used to come to teach us. At times you would 
take us to Isunga in the park and then we would come back when people have vigor. 
You would take us to Kamwenge and we would come and boost the people. You lied 
to us that you wanted to take us to Bwindi, that which we have never seen. In such, 
we could get knowledge and awareness, but now we suffer due to ignorance.” 
Sarah: “So now your knowledge is no more, even to write that a person has removed 
ten reeds.” 
Man: “We have reached the extent of giving up.” [People laughing.]  
Of course, the man referred to the local UWA agents, and possibly even representatives of 
KSCDP, when he said “you.” Sarah recognized that people had become demoralized due to the 
lack of communication in recent years, but made no suggestions that this time of funded field 
trips would return. She did not insist and changed the subject.  
 In a similar exchange during the sixth meeting, Sarah’s response was more assertive. 
Sarah had stressed that people should report illegal activities in the park and that they hadn’t yet 
done so since her arrival in the area, which resulted in this exchange: 
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Man: “Let me tell you the reason why we keep quiet. When we report to you about 
the animals, when they have raided our crops, it takes three to four months before 
they come. When that happens, when you see someone whose crops were raided by 
the animals, if you see such a person going beyond the borders you see him and also 
keep quiet, because the park officials also never minded.”  
Man: “They stay there, and there is nothing that can bring them here, and all our 
gardens are going to be raided. The elephants have learnt new tricks. They fill the 
trench with soil and they cross over, because the soil is loose. If you keep checking 
us, we shall also do the protection work very well.” 
Sarah: “You people, everything has got its purpose. There are problem animals, and 
those are indeed problematic, and then there is resource. What are you doing about it? 
Do not mix the two. For the resources, we have helped you, because we have given 
you those resources, so also you help us and tell us those people who raid the park. So 
you have abandoned because the elephants come and raid your crops...?”  
Man: “That is what annoys people.” 
The villagers attempted to hold UWA responsible for the crop raiding elephants by turning 
Sarah’s requests for cooperation around to also request her cooperation in a social framework of 
mutual support. The villagers solicited Sarah’s solidarity in addressing the elephant problem, 
especially by sending rangers. Although she may have well felt conflicted and empathetic with 
the villagers, she gave the impression that it was impossible for her to promise regular ranger 
visits due to a lack of manpower and her lack of authority in making relevant decisions. She told 
people to keep the issues separate and used the promised access to resources as an answer to 
people’s desire for solidarity and reciprocity, thereby reasserting the community-based 
conservation ideology. 
 In another instance, however, Sarah apparently felt in a better position to express 
solidarity. During the third meeting, someone complained about the eucalyptus boundary trees 
which take a lot of water and negatively affect the growth of crops in neighboring fields. Sarah 
promised: “When these trees mature, they become community property. When they have grown 
that big, we give them to the community and then plant others. That is the plan.” This indicated a 
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larger trend: as soon as the villagers concerns and requests directly applied to the resource use 
agreement, Sarah went out of her way to express solidarity with the villagers. Although Sarah 
certainly made an effort to implement the community-based conservation ideology, her primary 
focus and even passion was directed toward the neoliberal conservation ideology through the 
privatization of natural resource use for privileged groups. The meetings primarily revolved 
around technical details of harvest, storing, and selling the resources. Since Sarah was interacting 
with the people who were privileged to benefit from the agreement, the villagers were eager to 
hear her advice, which would help them to develop, something they strongly desired. Thus, Sarah 
and the villagers found some common ground in the shared appreciation of the neoliberal 
conservation ideology.  
 During the third meeting, Sarah stressed that the new agreement would no longer be for 
domestic use, but rather for development, and explained how they would create monetary value 
by allowing only selected individuals to access the resources.  
Sarah: “I also encourage you to work in groups, so that one group provides goods and 
another one provides market. Let it all be about development; not just to exploit park 
resources.” 
Man: “That we would do, but then the park people come and tell us not to sell what 
we get from the park, that it should only be for domestic use.” 
Sarah: “Yes, we have finished that phase of getting items for domestic use.” 
Man: “We would have already done, because we would also want to make groups, go 
to the subcounty, and get certificates, and also develop ourselves.” 
Sarah later stated: 
Sarah: “If it is to build your homes, you buy each tree maybe at Ushs 100 or 50, but if 
we allow everyone to enter the park just free of charge, it will lose value.”  
Sarah explicitly approved and purified the transgression of the park boundary for the creation of 
monetary value, thereby prohibiting the use of resources for subsistence. She created a separation 
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of those individuals that would be selected to benefit and those who would now be obliged to 
purchase the resources instead of collecting them themselves. The man responded to this shift in 
the agreement by expressing his interest to engage in development efforts. On a few other 
occasions, Sarah explicitly stressed that the villagers should not give away the resources for free 
and that people should value what they have in their homes. During the fifth meeting, she further 
stressed that she wanted to see that the harvesting of resources would bring development: 
“If you want to build a house, you will have to buy the poles, even though you have 
been getting them for free. You have been spoiling the park. You haven’t even 
developed. If I came to your house, would you show me what you bought after selling 
a free pole from the park? We have realized that there’s no development, but instead 
the park has been affected. You do not care, since the things are free. Do you know 
why the thieves do not get rich? It is because they get free things and he does not 
even bother to save. He keeps saying, “I will go back tomorrow and steal.” That is 
what has spoilt the people of Nyabweya. When you are going to build your house, I 
would like you to buy the poles, because you can easily get the money for beer, but 
there’s no money to buy the poles; you can get free ones from the park. That was 
then, but this year we want to change. When you realize that the poles are sold, if you 
happen to have a tree at home, you can keep it. We are going to work on that. 
Whoever buys in bulk we will give him at a discount. You keep lying to us that you 
get the poles and sell them, but we do not see any development. Whoever wants 
poles, he can go to the group members. It is up to them to give him at a lower or 
higher price.” 
She made a moral judgment when she compared people who get things for free with thieves who 
fail to plan for the future, emphasizing the privatization of property and the accumulation of 
wealth as superior goals. Sarah appeared concerned that, despite the people’s interest in the 
agreement, they were not committed to selling the poles to their neighbors, as illustrated by her 
remark “You keep lying to us that you get the poles and sell them, but we do not see any 
development.” I saw some indication that this concern was grounded and that social solidarity 
might interfere with business aims when they discussed the price for poles. One villager 
suggested they should sell them for Ushs 500, and another villager rep lied: “Unless they are 
sick.” Although no one elaborated on this comment, it suggests that the villagers might not only 
161 
have problems with reporting their neighbors in the park, but also with selling the resources they 
got for free to their neighbors, especially in case of specific circumstances such as illness. This 
indicates that, although villagers wanted to pursue these opportunities to develop, they expected 
certain moral challenges along the way.  
Sarah attempted to convince the villagers to follow her advice by stressing her 
commitment to help them and by making several promises. She emphasized her efforts to get the 
villagers the agreement a few times, for example during the sixth meeting: 
“Let me first tell you, the people of Nyabweya this agreement was not even going to 
be renewed. The park officials are not happy, because you people from this place, you 
are so stubborn, and you have destroyed almost everything, everything. You go to the 
park, even for defecating, you go to the park. I kept pleading with my boss that, 
before a child walks he has to crawl first. So if you have said that these people, even 
for long calls they go to the park. If you stop them completely from going there, 
won’t they die?”  
Her reference to the villagers as children needing to learn how to crawl speaks to her positionality 
as a middle class professional with access to knowledge and their inferiority as subsistence 
farmers. She implied that there could be a promising future for them if they would embrace the 
opportunities presented by the new agreement. The villagers were not openly offended by such a 
reference and one man responded: “For you, you are a parent, because we cannot leave this place. 
We have to be near the park and protect it.” Through the implementation of the neoliberal 
conservation ideology, Sarah could identify with the villagers on the basis of their shared class 
aspirations, and she invested in the possibilities for her to pull them up, away from poverty, even 
though this exercise excluded, and was conducted at the expense of, a large percentage of the 
villagers. 
 I was surprised that people had agreed to the reduction of the number of resources in the 
agreement to three only, but Sarah explained that people would be able to request temporary 
permission for specific resources, especially if they were organized in groups. She rewarded 
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people’s cooperation with other promises, often involving the subcounty and the possibility to 
access knowledge and equipment. For example, during the sixth meeting, Sarah stated : “I will be 
encouraged to go out and lobby for you. I can manage to talk at the district and subcounty about 
such things. I can even tell them these people need a boat to go in the lake and fish.” Sarah did 
also suggest that the new agreement could be the last and people should prepare to use their 
profits to initiate new income-generating activities, such as tree nurseries and fish ponds, that 
would not rely on the park. Here she referred to a potential return to strict boundary enforcement, 
which has been promoted by several prominent conservationists (Oates 1999, Terborgh 1999) 
and identified as a trend by several scholars (Neumann 2004, Wilshusen et al. 2002). 
Although the villagers were disappointed with the possibility that the new agreement 
would be temporary and may not be renewed, overall they embraced the promises and appeared 
hopeful, illustrated by a man’s statement during the third meeting:  
“Since you have shown your commitment that really encourages us, and please kindly 
work on the three projects, and let us cement this relationship so that it gets stronger. 
May God bless you and, how I pray, keep you with us longer. I would not wish to 
hear that you are transferred. That would be detrimental on the community side. ” 
It is likely that the villagers will remember these promises and evaluate her performance on their 
basis. During my time in the field, I regularly heard stories about representatives of different 
organizations lying and not following up on their promises. Of course, Patrick’s anger the first 
meeting further illustrates how villagers may respond to such disappointments.  
 The resource use agreement negotiations are efforts toward people’s internalization of 
specific types of knowledge about nature, particularly advertising community-based and 
neoliberal conservation ideologies. The success of these efforts can only be evaluated through a 
study focusing on the ways people implemented the agreement, but there were certain obstacles 
from the outset. The villagers attending the meetings did not immediately welcome Sarah’s 
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efforts to create a new agreement, but pressured her to commit to working with them, and to 
address the problems that concerned a large proportion of the village, especially crop raiding. 
This was particularly apparent when she attempted to get villagers to share data sheets and to 
report illegal behavior in accordance with the community-based conservation ideology, to which 
the villagers responded by demanding opportunities for training and field trips, as well as more 
help in fighting crop raiding animals. By not responding to villagers’ requests for social 
solidarity, it became more likely that Sarah’s implementation efforts would become obstructed 
through a lack of villager cooperation. After all, the implementation of the previous agreement 
had quickly disintegrated after UWA had stopped investing in communicating, and the villagers 
had stopped submitting data sheets and reporting illegal activity.  
 The moral tensions did not cause Sarah to change her decision to prioritize the resource 
use agreement, but she also did not insist to ensure villagers’ participation in conservation 
activities following the community-based conservation ideology. Instead, she directed most of 
her attention to the promotion of local businesses. This is despite the fact that the ability of 
resource users to police access to the park and to keep fellow villagers out, the foundation for 
such businesses, remained uncertain, as illustrated by the resource users’ fear for repercussions 
from witches. Possibly she expected the promise of financial gain to eventually create sufficient 
incentive. Sarah showed a decisive preference for the implementation of the neoliberal 
conservation ideology and arguably went beyond her job description, for example when she 
promised, “I will be encouraged to go out and lobby for you. I can manage to talk at the district 
and subcounty about such things. I can even tell them these people need a boat to go in the lake 
and fish.” She choose not to make such investments to respond to the crop raiding problems and 
other local concerns, for example by promising to improve on responses to calls or to try to lobby 
for a ranger. One reason for this choice may have been the expectation that crop raiding problems 
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would be addressed by the digging of trenches with revenue sharing money, as I discuss in the 
next section, but villagers repeatedly expressed their dissatisfaction with the trenches which were 
not consistently effective and easily diverted and intensified the problems at weak or unprotected 
spots. 
I suggest that Sarah’s preference to create opportunities for class mobility emerged from 
her professional middle class affiliation and her appropriation of the idea that people can lift 
themselves out of poverty. Of course, Sarah did not operate in a social vacuum and she likely 
sought social approval from her colleagues and superiors more so than from the villagers, with 
whom she would not develop a long-term relationship as a consequence of the regular transfers of 
UWA agents. Any attempts to satisfy the villagers’ demands would not present measurable 
results toward poverty alleviation, a highly desirable goal among the representatives of state 
agencies and donor organizations. In order to pursue this goal, however, Sarah created an alliance 
with a small group of privileged locals with whom she could then share a desire for class 
mobility, while at the same time strengthening the barrier with those villagers excluded from the 
agreement. Sarah reproduced her own experience of moral insulation as an UWA agent by 
drawing in the selected resource users and keeping all others out, not explicitly acknowledging 
that gains made would be at the expense of the villagers who lost the access to the park they had 
been granted under the first inclusive agreement negotiated by the KSCDP. 
 
3.4.3 Revenue Sharing  
While the resource use agreements are formed on a relatively small scale, the revenue sharing 
program presents a more systematic mechanism to share benefits with the people living in the 
parishes adjacent to the park. According to a 2008 document drafted by UWA staff at Kibale 
National Park, funds were granted to projects in different parishes neighboring the park in 2003, 
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2005, and 2008. In 2003, Ushs 23 million (US$ 9,607) was granted to 23 parishes neighboring 
the park for projects concerning school infrastructure, latrines, bridges, health units, water 
springs, and furniture for the parish headquarters. In 2005, Ushs 36 million (US$ 15,038) was 
granted to 15 parishes for projects concerning school infrastructure, latrines, bridges, water 
springs, two campsites, and two elephant deterrent trenches. Then in 2008, Ushs 112 million 
(US$ 46,784) was to be granted to 13 parishes for projects concerning school infrastructure, 
access road, water springs, a maize mill, six trenches, and a building for the headquarters of a 
subcounty. The money is 20% of the entrance fees tourists pay to enter Kibale National Park and 
has enabled quite significant projects in the area. In 2003 and 2005, money was primarily used 
for general infrastructure in the parishes or subcounties, particularly schools and roads. However, 
the people living near the boundary of the park complained that they did not benefit from such 
projects. For example, if a family needed to keep the children at home to guard the crops against 
baboons and elephants, then those children could not benefit from improvements to the local 
school. In response, UWA and the subcounties started to increasingly fund elephant trenches as 
an effort to keep elephants inside the park, away from people’s crops. While the policy on 
revenue sharing states that the money should not be used to replace government budgets, one 
could argue that the projects being funded concern issues that should normally be taken care of 
by UWA or the local government. For example, fighting problem animals and vermin are the 
responsibility of both these institutions, according to the 1996 Wildlife Statute.  
 While I was in the field in 2008, revenue sharing money would be used to dig a trench in 
Nyabweya Parish. There already was a trench alongside part of the boundary, which had been 
dug by the KSCDP and later deepened and strengthened with revenue sharing money (figure 3.1). 
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Figure 3.1: The chairman of a village in 
Nyabweya Parish supervising work on the 
old trench located on the inside of the park 
boundary. 
Figure 3.2: The old trench in Nyabweya Parish located on the 
inside of the park boundary marked with Eucalyptus trees . 
Figure 3.4: Location in a recently renewed 
trench in Nyabweya Parish where 
elephants had created a crossing. 
Figure 3.3: Pau la standing next to the new trench in 
Nyabweya Parish located on the outside of the park 
boundary, with the earth pushing against a household’s 
cooking hut. 
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 This time, the trench would continue north up to Isunga Parish. While the KSCDP had insisted to 
dig the trench on the inside of the park boundary, which is marked with eucalyptus trees (figure 
3.2), the local UWA agents decided that the revenue sharing money would only be allocated for 
the digging of trenches if these would be located on the outside of the park boundary, in other 
words on people’s land (figure 3.3). People complained about this and considered the trench to be 
an encroachment of the park onto their land, but the UWA agents gave them the choice, either a 
trench on their land or no trench at all. Eventually all the households concerned agreed. They had 
suffered tremendously from crop raiding in previous years and now were required to sacrifice a 
section of their fields or compounds as part of the solution. The UWA agents may have 
experienced situated moral dilemmas, but eventually decisively asserted exclusionary 
conservation ideologies by defending the park boundary and were apparently not moved by the 
local villagers’ demands for solidarity. One UWA agent explained to me that they were afraid 
people would start cutting down the eucalyptus trees and then claim that the trench indicated the 
park boundary, thereby appropriating a section of the park. Thus, it appeared an either/or case 
where either the park or the people would have to sacrifice some land, decided in favor of the 
park.  
Another challenge for the villagers was that the trench was not always successful in 
keeping elephants in. A few months after the old Nyabweya trench had been renewed, a villager 
showed me where the elephants had crossed (figure 3.4). Although elephants usually come at 
night, I once witnessed an elephant that had crossed the recently renewed trench early in the 
morning. It was about 7:00 am. I had just taken a shower and walked back to my tent on the 
compound of my host family when the shouting in the distance began. The family members in the 
house and the kitchen sprinted outside and Paula quickly appeared from her tent. We were 
located on a hill, so it was easy to scan the surroundings to find out what was happening. That’s 
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when we spotted an elephant outside the boundary of the park running through people’s fields 
chased by a group of about twenty shouting villagers. The people are poorly equipped to chase 
away these huge creatures and usually rely on torches, drums, and numbers. The villagers had 
managed to intimidate the latest culprit, however, and the distressed animal anxiously tried to 
find another spot to cross the trench again and flee back into the forest. When this finally 
happened, everyone sighed with relief. The elephant was back where it belonged. Villagers often 
say that elephants are clever and find weak spots where they can manipulate the soil to create a 
safe crossing. However, several UWA agents suggested to me that the villagers do not always do 
a perfect job digging these trenches and often fail to maintain them over time, something they 
considered the villagers’ responsibility.  
 While the resource use agreements involve a small role for the local government, the 
revenue sharing program requires villagers to negotiate not only with UWA, but also with the 
local government, especially at the subcounty level. After the local government selects projects 
that should be funded with revenue sharing money, UWA will send the money either to the 
district, which will then forward it to the subcounty, or directly to the subcounty. I heard many 
villagers complain about this process and accuse the local government of “eating” part of that 
money. Some UWA agents also confirmed that the process was not completely transparent. For 
example, during the first meeting for the negotiation of resource use agreements in Nyabweya, a 
villager stated the following: 
“And another thing, that money you usually send to us, that is from the park, 
whenever that money is to reach us, it is always in halves. They use it to work here 
and there, then later they say that it is finished. When it last same, they said that there 
is 3 million on the account, but when it came, we found that it was only 1 million. So 
we looked for where the money went to, and we could not get it.” 
During my time in the field in 2008, I observed one case where the representatives of a subcounty 
turned out to have an important role in determining the destination of revenue sharing money, 
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despite objections from local villagers and even UWA agents. In April, when I arrived in Bigodi 
Parish to stay with my first host family in that area, I visited several neighboring villages to 
introduce myself to the chairmen and to find out more about their perceptions of the park. I spoke 
with one of the chairmen about revenue sharing program and he told me that, during a meeting 
with UWA agents a year before, the people had stressed that they wanted the money to be 
invested in an elephant deterrent trench instead of being used for schools. However, he 
complained, the current round of revenue sharing money would go to support the building of a 
headquarters for the new subcounty. As part of the government’s decentralizat ion policies, 
administrative areas were being cut in smaller and smaller pieces and Bigodi Parish now 
belonged to a new subcounty called Busiriba. The subcounty officials were renting offices, but 
wanted to build their own, and attempted to do so by appropriating the revenue sharing money.  
I decided to take the 30-minute ride by boda boda [motorcycle taxi] and visit the UWA 
headquarters to inquire what had happened. When I spoke to the chief warden in Isunga, he told 
me that indeed the money would be used for the subcounty headquarters, and that he understood 
the people’s concerns. The chief warden explained that a few village chairmen and other 
representatives had sent a petition to UWA to object, but he needed signatures from the villagers 
themselves, at least 40. That way, they could justify holding the money and pushing for an 
investigation. The district had already approved of the project and the money would be released 
at the end of the same month, so they needed a quick and a good reason to object. I returned to 
Bigodi Parish and spoke with a local representative who had signed the original petition, in 
support of the trench. He mentioned that they had never received a reply from UWA to the 
original petition, but would now make sure people would sign a new petition. I offered my help 
and, together with Daphne, ended up walking between five villages in two parishes neighboring 
the park to let the chairmen know that there would another petition. I suggested that, if they 
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supported the trench instead of the headquarters, they should collect as many signatures as 
possible. After a few days, I picked up the signatures to drop them off at UWA and it turned out 
the five chairmen had collected 288 signatures in total, ranging from 39 to 118 per village. I was 
convinced that this should form a proper reason for UWA to demand investigation.  
After the chief warden had received the petition, he arranged for a meeting with the 
subcounty and the district. Before this meeting took place, I set up a meeting with the subcounty 
chief myself. Although usually the chairperson is considered more powerful than the chief, 
several informants had told me that the chairman for Busiriba Subcounty was not very assertive 
and that the chief was the driving force behind the headquarters proposal. I went by boda boda to 
Busiriba and discussed the situation with the chief. He stressed that there had been an honest 
vote, that a parish chairman had put forward the proposal to build the headquarters, and that there 
had been two other proposals. He said he was also in favor of the trench, but he could not do 
anything if people had voted. I had heard various stories about the actual voting process that 
contradicted his. The subcounty chief had allegedly misled or confused people to vote for the 
headquarters. In addition, not all the villages in the whole subcounty border the national park and 
their representatives have no interest in a trench that has no benefits for their regions. It was 
obvious, however, that the procedures as laid out in the revenue sharing policy had not been 
strictly followed and it had not been the members of the Community Protected Area Institution, 
or of the Committee for Natural Resources and Environment, who had voted.  
 After the meeting between UWA and the local government, which I had not personally 
attended, I spoke to the chief warden on the phone and heard that the subcounty chief had 
boycotted the meeting. Apparently, he had been angry that the petition had been directed at UWA 
and not at the subcounty. The representatives of the district had agreed and the meeting was 
concluded with the recommendation to the villagers to make a new petition. This was a 
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frustrating development. I once again went around to the five villages to inform the chairmen and 
ask them if they were willing to do it all again. They did not seem very surprised and told me that 
they would go through it all again, although they might not be able to get as many signatures this 
time. During one of these meetings, a villager accused the subcounty representatives of being 
interested in money only. He explained that they were collecting special taxes, also for building 
the subcounty headquarters. Each man in the subcounty was expected to pay Ushs 2,000 (US$ 
0.84), and each woman Ushs 1,000. Considering that there are 22,157 people in the subcounty 
and assuming that half are women, the subcounty would collect Ushs 33 million in addition to the 
Ushs 12 million from the revenue sharing program. That would account to a total of US$ 18,797, 
quite a large amount of money for Ugandan standards. The subcounty chief had visited the 
people and given them receipt books to register who had paid. He had allegedly threatened to 
return with soldiers if people refused to pay. In addition, they would check people for their 
receipts on market day and imprison them if they had no proof of payment. This villager told me 
that people had refused to pay so far, especially since they felt that the subcounty had 
appropriated the revenue sharing money. I asked the villager why a new subcounty had been 
formed in the first place and he explained that the educated people had pushed for that because 
they were looking for jobs. This situation, with local elites pushing for a new administrative area 
and allegedly manipulating official policies to appropriate resources to further enhance their 
acquired status as local government representatives, demonstrated another conflation of state and 
class interests, comparable to the example presented by Sarah’s negotiations for the new resource 
use agreement. However, while Sarah prioritized certain ideologies in an attempt to help a small 
group of villagers to gain access to class mobility, the subcounty chief and possibly other 
subcountry officials overtly pursued personal gains.  
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I was unable to follow up with regard to the second round of collecting signatures, since it 
was time for me to move to Kiko Parish to stay with my third host family. About 1.5 month later, 
early May, I received a text message from a villager in Bigodi while I was staying in Kampala. 
He advised me to get a New Vision newspaper, which I did immediately. It contained an 
advertisement by UWA that provided the details of all revenue sharing programs around Kibale 
National Park to be funded that year, including the “construction of office block for the new 
Busiriba Subcounty.” It never became clear to me whether the village chairmen had actually 
submitted a new petition, but I suspect that they had lost hope. Since the collection of signatures 
in the villages is very time-consuming, the chairmen may not have considered it worthwhile. 
Although the subcounty chief was challenged by the villagers and by UWA who demanded his 
solidarity, he instead insisted on his entitlement for the status provided by subcounty 
headquarters, apparently supported by the district agents, and managed to ignore the petition. The 
UWA agents involved attempted to express their solidarity with the local people, especially since 
the revenue sharing money aims to provide benefits to those people who experience the most 
challenges as a consequence of the park, in an effort to improve park-people relations and locals’ 
support for the park’s existence. They could have challenged the voting procedures and 
investigated whether they followed the Revenue Sharing Policy, but they apparently decided to 
defer to the districts’ decision.  
The revenue sharing program takes place on a larger scale than the resource use 
agreements and does not involve the same intensity of interactions between UWA agents and 
local villagers. Although many villagers who live near the park boundary will say that they 
appreciate the program, especially when used for the digging of trenches, they also consider 
efforts to fight crop raiding as UWA’s responsibility to begin with. Still, apart from interferences 
by the local government who may redirect some of the money, as well as other challenges to 
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successful implementation (cf. Archabald & Naughton-Treves 2001, Tumusiime & Vedeld 
2012), the program presents opportunities for UWA agents to express their solidarity with the 
villagers by attempting to address the problems of crop raiding, which they consider the most 
pressing of all.  
As these last two main sections on local UWA agents’ implementation of law 
enforcement and community conservation have illustrated, it is extremely difficult for most 
villagers living around Kibale National Park to gain a significant say in park management and to 
gain rights and benefits with regard to natural resources. While villagers will continue to 
complain about crop raiding and attempt to have the issue addressed through trenches, rangers, 
and possibly compensation, they have started to direct most of their interest and energy toward 
development efforts. This is a response to the decades of nation-wide moral discourses on the 
need for development and, despite many villagers’ distrust of local government, they tend to 
embrace projects through which they can access knowledge, equipment, and loans as an effort to 
improve their lives and livelihoods. This leads me to an analysis of local government efforts to 
implement the nation-wide development ideologies.  
 
3.5 Local Bureaucracies 
Before I started doing my research in Uganda in 2006, I applied for permission from the Uganda 
National Council for Science and Technology and from the Uganda Wildlife Authority in 
Kampala. Both institutions required me to present these permits to their local agents at my field 
site and introduce my research activities in their regions. This meant that I ended up reporting not 
only at the UWA headquarters for Kibale National Park in Isunga, but also at the LC5 district 
offices and, following the recommendation of a fellow researcher, at the LC3 sub-county offices. 
In 2006, the communities adjacent to Kibale National Park were contained in four districts and 
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eleven sub-counties, but my field sites were concentrated in two districts (Kabarole and 
Kamwenge) and two sub-counties (Ruteete and Kahunge). Due to the ongoing process of 
decentralization and the associated creation of new administrative units, I found myself reporting 
to three sub-counties in 2008 (Ruteete, Kasenda, and Busiriba), two of which had been newly 
established since 200617. In this section, I sketch and analyze my initial meetings and subsequent 
interactions with these local government agents. I use a chronological narrative form to describe 
my gradual exposure to their work, particularly with regard to the creation and implementation of 
their environmental and development action plans. I aim to illustrate the gap between policies and 
practice, which characterizes the local government in this area as highly bureaucratic.  
 My initial visits to local government offices in 2006 were deliberate and short since they 
were located rather far from my field sites and transport was time-consuming and expensive. The 
local government agents themselves also spent a lot of time on the road, so it proved easy to miss 
them at their post. They were usually stationed in a collection of small buildings with offices in 
the center of a town or village or on some hill on the outskirts, overlooking the area. These 
buildings were generally poorly maintained and rather empty, with some essential and 
uncomfortable furniture only. Although the walls were often covered with written posters 
containing population data for the area and information about finances and different programs 
and committees, the rooms themselves were marked by a strange absence of paper files, rarely 
compensated by computers or other electronic devices. Despite their unimpressive working 
environments, I was quickly impressed with the authoritative aura of the four district and 
subcounty agents I met, and the formal nature of our interactions. I sensed their status by 
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 According to a New Vis ion news article of 6 November 2008, Inspector General of Government had ordered the 
chief administrative officer of Kabarole d istrict to cancel the creation of Kasenda sub -county from Ruteete sub-
county since its creation had not been done according to the law. The councilors from Ruteete sub-county had agreed 
with a new sub-county, but with a different name and with its headquarters in a different location. 
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observing other people behaved around them, including their staff, citizens in the waiting room, 
and my research assistants, who were extremely polite and generally did not speak until spoken 
to. I automatically copied this behavior and waited for questions about my research activities, 
somewhat nervous that I might accidentally step on the wrong person’s toes. I was well aware of 
rumors that some researchers and NGO workers had faced significant bureaucratic obstacles in 
carrying out their activities after they had accidentally offended local government officials, 
usually by failing to suitably inform and involve them. Some representatives appeared to enjoy 
their status and kept their distance, while others were more accessible, inquisitive, and 
volunteered information or suggestions. However, due to my overall lack of insight into the local 
council system and activities and due to my cautiousness, I was unable to ask the right questions 
and ended up leaving these offices with rather little understanding of their importance for my 
research.  
In 2008, I repeated this process and slowly became more familiar with the local council 
structure, especially at the subcounty level. Agents at the subcounty level have a strong 
intermediary role between district and village levels and have an important responsibility for the 
implementation of local government programs. As I mentioned in the beginning of this chapter, 
local government offices at the district, but also at the subcounty and parish levels, are headed by 
chairpersons elected by the citizens as well as by chiefs appointed by the central government. 
When I visited one of the subcounty offices in February 2008, the chairman told me that every 
level of the local government has an environmental secretary. Thus, apart from meeting with the 
chairpersons and chiefs at district and subcounty levels, and with the chairpersons at village 
levels, I tried to find the environmental secretaries at subcounty and village levels. Villagers often 
know exactly who carries which official title, so my host families and other informants could 
easily help me find the right person for that administrative area. Upon meeting several 
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environmental secretaries, I quickly discovered that this line of inquiry would be rather fruitless. 
The titles themselves appeared to perpetuate a certain status, not necessarily reserved for local 
government alone, but for all kinds of committees and groups. However, the implementing 
activities remained very limited. Village- level environmental secretaries usually spoke to me 
about awareness and tree planting, but were unable to illustrate this with examples of concrete 
activities. They usually referred to lack of time and funding. I eventually decided to cease these 
investigations until an informant told me he had received an invitation for a workshop to develop 
an environmental action plan in Busiriba Subcounty in April, and he invited me and Daphne to 
join him. This was the first time I heard about the existence of such action plans, so I was curious 
to find out more. 
When we arrived at the subcounty headquarters, we joined about 45 people in a room and 
were handed a program that was filled from 9:00 am until 5:30 pm. The program explained that 
the National Environment Statute of 1995 requires each district to develop and implement a 
District Environmental Action Plan. The text clarified that these District Environmental Action 
Plans should be based on Subcounty Environmental Action Plans, which in turn should be based 
on Parish Environmental Action Plan, thereby attempting to ensure bottom-up planning that 
addresses local concerns. The meeting was delayed and started at 10:45 am with an introduction 
by the subcounty chief, followed by a short explanation of the planning process by the district 
environment officer who clarified that the environmental action plans had to be renewed every 
year. The program contained an example of an environmental action plan, composed of a table 
with eleven columns, for example concerning the problem, the persons causing the problem, the 
subcounty vision, actions needed, resources needed, and partners available. We would spend the 
rest of the day filling out such a table. We were divided into three groups and each group would 
identify problems, causes, and solutions for environmental problems in the subcounty.  
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After a lunch break, with food provided by the local government, each group presented 
what they had come up with. Then the local government agents and the audience worked to 
identify six main problems that had been mentioned by all three or at least two groups. These 
were: deforestation, swamp reclamation, soil degradation, crop raiding, bush burning, and 
pollution. Then we applied something called “Participatory Rural Appraisal Method,” which 
included the creation of a matrix, or a “Pairwise Ranking Method,” to determine the priority level 
that should be given to each issue. This meant we compared each issue with each of the other five 
issues and collectively decided which one was more important, then calculated scores, and 
determined rank. The outcome was: (1) crop raiding, (2) soil degradation, (3) swamp reclamation 
(4) pollution, (5) deforestation, and (6) bush burning. Then we started the process of filling out 
the environmental action plan table and determine actions to be taken. However, we were 
interrupted by a downpour of rain making incredible noise on the metal roof, and it was decided 
to end the meeting. The district and subcounty agents would finalize the table themselves. The 
meeting was ended with the subcounty chief calling everyone to pay them a travel allowance of 
Ushs 5,000 (US$ 2). I wanted to refuse, but the chief told me he would have to account for the 
money in relation to the number of attendees. I had heard about these kinds of allowances before 
and many UWA agents and NGO representatives used to complain that such practices 
encouraged people’s attendance for money rather than for interest in the topic. My informant who 
had invited us along to the workshop stressed that the Ushs 5,000 was quite decent and in the past 
he would sometimes get as much as Ushs 50,000. Apparently allowances used to be quite 
extravagant in the 1990s. He further explained that it is not only villagers who might attend these 
types of workshops for the money, but that the district sometimes organizes the workshops in 
order to receive funding from the government or donors.  
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Overall, I was intrigued by the procedures followed during the workshop. The individuals 
self- identified on an attendance sheet and their identifications ranged from peasant to nurse, 
parish youth representative, parish chief, teacher, and representative of a community 
organization. Despite this diversity, however, all participants were aware of and applied the types 
of discourses they considered suitable for the situation. They spoke of “pollution” and “swamp 
reclamation” and were committed to work though the various workshop activities, involving the 
filling out of various standardized tables and figures. The identification of priority environmental 
problems was not based on quantitative scientific research, but on the participants’ experience s 
and perceptions. As much as the workshop was a sincere attempt to determine the necessary 
actions required of the subcounty agents to tackle environmental problems in the area, it was also 
a performance of local government bureaucratic procedures. The workshop allowed local 
government agents to assert their political presence, and to spread a sense of promise by 
involving local villagers in the process and by providing a few minor benefits through a meal and 
travel allowance. The workshop certainly was successful in conveying a commitment to the 
bottom-up approach and the participants were assertive and unconventional in their determination 
to claim crop raiding as the number one environmental problem, even though it is a result rather 
than a lack of environmental protection. It was significant that the workshop was held a few 
weeks after the people of the five villages in Busiriba Subcounty had unsuccessfully petitioned 
against the use of the revenue sharing money from UWA for the building of subcounty 
headquarters. None of the village chairmen from those villages had attended the workshop. When 
I later asked one of them about it, he explained that the workshop had first been announced and 
then cancelled through the radio and they had not been aware of this new date. Still, I was 
hopeful that the workshop would push the subcounty to take action on crop raiding.  
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 Once I knew about the existence of these environmental action plans, I decided to find the 
plans for Kasenda and Ruteete Subcounties. It turned out to be quite a challenge to track these 
documents and it appeared that each subcounty office had only one copy that was always with 
someone absent from the office on the day of my visit. During one of my visits, I discovered that 
the subcounties also had development action plans, for three and/or five year periods, and 
decided to track those down as well. I was eventually successful in gaining access to these 
documents, except for the development plan of one subcounty. The environmental action plans 
are very similar, composed of a table prioritizing different environmental issues and the 
appropriate actions in two to three pages. Some of the aims are quite ambitious, such as “all 
households to have pit latrines, safe water, and proper methods of waste disposal,” “gradual 
recovery of wetland vegetation in the already affected areas,” and “increased tree cover.” The 
development action plans are closely tied to the central government’s donor-driven efforts toward 
poverty alleviation. The central government had created and worked to implement its Poverty 
Eradication Action Plans since 199718 as implementing the IMF and World Bank requirements 
for Poverty Reduction Strategy Papers (Government of Uganda 2004). The five-year 
development plan for Busiriba Subcounty for 2008-2013 and the three-year development plan for 
Kasenda Subcounty for 2007-2010 are both documents of over 70 pages with as core section a 
long multi-page table that contains details on planned activities and budget (Busiriba Subcounty 
2008, Kasenda Subcounty 2007). Most activities concerned infrastructure development, meetings 
and training workshops, and support for agricultural projects. Both subcounties allocated 
significant funding for the opening of roads and for the improvement of school buildings and 
                                                                 
18
 After 2010, these PEAPs would be followed by the Uganda Nat ional Development Plan 2010-2015 “Growth, 
Employment, and Socio-Economic Transformation for Prosperity” (Government of Uganda 2010), which was highly 
influenced by the shift in rhetorics from poverty eradication to prosperity for all. This shift had started in 2006 with 
the elections and the Manifesto of Museveni’s National Resistance Movement 2006-2011 “Prosperity for All: 
Prosperity, Transformation, and Peace” (NRM 2006). The 2011-2016 Manifesto was similarly titled “Prosperity for 
All: Better Service Delivery and Job Creation” (NRM 2010). 
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health units. The newly established Busiriba Subcounty also allocated Ushs 134 million (US$ 
55,973) for the construction of 45 subcounty office rooms and Ushs 50 million (US$ 20,886) for 
the construction of a residential house for the subcounty chief. Thus, the project to build new 
headquarters was much larger than the Ushs 45 million subcounty agents had been trying to 
gather through UWA and special taxes so far. In comparison, the Kasenda Subcounty budget for 
all overhead and activities for 2007/2008 was less than Ushs 83 million (US$ 34,670). The status 
aspirations of state agents at Busiriba Subcounty were apparently not quite matched by those of 
state agents at Kasenda Subcounty.  
 For both subcounties, it remains unclear whether the funding for the planned activities 
was secured and the local government agents obviously faced challenges gaining access to 
sources of income. For example, Busiriba Subcounty allocated Ushs 15.5 million (US$ 6,475) for 
“revenue mobilization and assessment.” The development plan for Kasenda Subcounty contained 
a section strategizing different ways of increasing revenue, for example including: “broaden 
business licenses to include professional services” and “introduce tax on sale of land and transfer 
of land.” This confirms the trend I discussed in the beginning of this chapter. When the central 
government abandoned the graduated tax in 2005, the local government agents started to design 
creative ways to increase revenue. At the same time, they became more dependent on partner 
organizations and projects that could bring in funding, especially through the central government. 
In the two subcounty development plans, the sources of funding are often indicated to include 
Local Revenue, the Local Government Development Program, the Plan for the Modernization of 
Agriculture (PMA), and the National Agricultural Advisory Services (NAADS). The Local 
Government Development Program was a nationwide World Bank project composed of two 
phases between 1999 and 2007 involving two World Bank loans of US$ 80.9 million and US$ 50 
million. NAADS is one of the seven pillars of the PMA and has also worked toward the 
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implementation of the Poverty Eradication Action Plans. NAADS was also composed of two 
phases. The first phase was implemented between 2001 and 2008 and cost US$ 108 million, 
while the second phase started in 2010 and is estimated to cost US$ 665.5 million. The funding 
has come from different international donors as well as the central government itself. In other 
words, the partner organizations and projects that the subcounties largely relied on were 
organized and funded by the central government and international donors.  
 Since my research activities primarily focused on UWA agents’ efforts toward 
implementation and only later started to incorporate the local government, I never followed 
subcountry representatives in the field. However, based on my attendance of the environmental 
action plan workshop, my interviews with local government agents and with villagers, and my 
general day-to-day experiences living with eight host families in three villages over the course of 
eight months, I argue that the local government is more concerned with administration than with 
implementation and actively works to sustain and expand a bureaucratic local elite that is able to 
absorb privileged villagers (cf. Garland 2006). The local government works to spread the promise 
of improvement more than concretely working to implement these promises. One of the most 
concrete consequences of local government development efforts is that villagers organize 
themselves into groups in order to access certain training programs and other activities. One of 
the local government agents explained this during an interview after he had mentioned groups 
and I asked for clarification:  
“So many, there are so many groups. In every parish, so many groups. And as I was 
telling you that I am going to train, I am going to train groups, not the community. 
There’s nothing now whereby we call the community. No, no, no, we have groups. 
We have youth groups, we have groups of people with disability, we have farmers’ 
groups, we have orphans’ groups, we have elder ly groups, in every parish. We have 
FAL groups, four classes. Now these FAL adult learning classes, in every parish we 
have, and, now we are integrating other activities in that FAL classes, so they benefit 
in the programs which are coming, [...]. Very few people in this sub-county who are 
not in groups. If there is anybody who’s not in a group, that one is not catered for in 
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this present government, is not registered. Everybody must be in a group if he is to 
benefit.” 
When I asked him about the origin of these groups, he explained that it was part of 
decentralization and stated that: “it was realized that people are easily mobilized and catered for 
or empowered when they are in groups.” It appears that this broad trend also represents an 
influential context in which Sarah had made her moral decisions to focus on the neoliberal 
conservation ideology with a small group of villagers.  
 
3.6 Reflections 
Apart from collecting data concerning interactions between local state agents and local villagers, 
I also conducted interviews with several agents during which they reflected on their personal 
trajectories, moral perspectives, and efforts toward governance. In this section, I provide a brief 
analysis of some of the local UWA agents’ personal trajectories and motivations for engaging 
with conservation, followed by an analysis of the tensions caused by efforts toward the 
implementation of the community-based conservation ideology. Then I discuss local government 
agents’ comments on the promises of the neoliberal development ideology and implementation 
successes and limitations. 
As I mentioned in the beginning of the previous section, UWA employees are quite 
strongly disciplined into the organization, because of education, training, and regular transfers. 
However, another important component facilitating this discipline is their passionate commitment 
to conservation that in many cases had already started to emerge before they entered specialized 
education and training. For example, during my interviews with four local UWA agents working 
around Kibale National Park, two of them mentioned the Wildlife Clubs of Uganda as their 
response to my question when and how they had first become exposed to issues of conservation. 
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These clubs are voluntary student groups in primary and secondary school that are concerned 
with environmental issues and that have spread through the country with financial support from a 
range of international donors and NGOs. Students engage in activities such as planting trees and 
writing poems and songs. I discuss these groups in more detail in Chapter 4. After I had asked 
one of these two local UWA agents about changes in this person’s views of conservation, this 
agent explained an increasing knowledge and desire to spread the concern for conservation as 
equivalent to a religious duty:  
Agent 1: “My knowledge of conservation has increased. [...], and I have that kind of 
concern for conservation. I feel like now I am spreading that gospel of conservation. 
And at that time, I didn’t have that capacity to move around and spread that gospel, 
but now I am confident.” 
This increasing confidence appeared a result not only of education, but also o f professional 
affiliation through which some types of knowledge are affirmed and ranked as superior, as was 
similarly apparent from Sarah’s reference to villagers as children needing to learn how to crawl.  I 
later asked agent 1 to describe some of the costs or sacrifices associated with conservation and 
national parks. The answer departed somewhat from my expected focus on costs and sacrifices 
for local communities in terms of crop raiding and loss of access to resources. Instead, the agent 
referred to love for conservation and compassion for animals, and expressed the expectation that 
local communities should also cultivate such love and compassion: 
Agent 1: “Sacrifices? I can say, one has to develop a kind of love for conservation. 
Yes. One has to be kind to animals, and, one has to be kind for animals because they 
also have life like human beings. Where they are eating, ok, for example the wild 
animals we have, where they are eating, it is their home, it was indicated for them. 
And if they come out, for them they don’t know. It is an animal of course. So if one 
let’s say interdicts, it will never know that it was eating while it was outside. One has 
to guide it as if you would guide a younger kid. So it go back, very carefully.”  
This local UWA agent was referring to crop raiding animals and suggested that villagers should 
be more understanding, as they would be if it had concerned a child, when a baboon or an 
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elephant innocently leaves the park and eats people’s crops. However, people living near the park 
boundary regularly lose crops they rely on for food, which is accompanied with strong emotions 
of frustration, sadness, fear, and anger. Thus, the agent’s love for conservation had become 
disconnected from local realities.  
Another local UWA agent I interviewed had quite a different experience entering into 
professional conservation. This agent had chosen science courses in high school, including 
physics, chemistry, and biology, and thought that this specialization was suitable only to become 
a doctor. When the agent did not qualify to enroll to become a medical assistant and was faced 
with a “dead year,” before having a change to try again, someone suggested the possibility to get 
a diploma in forestry. Receiving a government sponsorship, the agent decided to try this for one 
year and planned to “escape” after that, not expecting to develop love for conservation: 
Agent 2: “But when I reached there, actually things became, I now developed love 
after now joining a course, looking at how tree life begins, they are telling us [..], so 
that’s how I developed interest. And since then, in that profession I started now 
working with conservation organizations. But that is how I really entered into 
conservation. I didn’t think one day that this is what I am doing, I will ever do this.”  
At the same time, when I asked agent 2 about any changed views since that time, the agent 
discussed the financial benefits associated with the job, ending up earning more money than 
friends in medical and education sectors, and ending up in a professional middle class where 
income would allow certain privileges.  
Agent 2: “How my views have changed? One thing, you look at is money. And when 
you compare with, even where I wanted to go, even after I had my friends there. By 
the way, most of my friends are medics, or nurses, or teachers. Others are teaching 
chemistry in big institutions, others scientists in secondary school but [..], but when 
you look at what they are making, and by the way I am in conservation, I am getting 
three times their pay. That also gives me... But now, everyone is working for money. 
Even the president, because he wants all those privileges, which you can’t get unless 
you have money. So me, that one even makes me [..], I am in the right place, after 
really getting what I want, compared even to where I wanted to go.” 
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According to this agent’s narrative, the love for conservation came first, followed by the 
unexpected financial benefits. However, these benefits apparently did come with a price. In 
response to my question to describe some of the costs and sacrifices associated with conservation 
and national parks, the agent focused on personal costs and sacrifices as a consequence of the 
profession, particularly the tough training and the long-distance family relations.  
 Overall, however, the narratives by the two agents indicate that several factors contribute 
to link them to their institution, such as love for conservation and financial security, which may 
explain some of the moral choices UWA agents make during implementation, particularly a 
preference for exclusionary and neoliberal conservation ideologies. When it comes to the 
implementation of the community-based conservation ideology, UWA agents feel particularly 
conflicted about the precise level of control handed over to locals. In other words, they 
experience situated moral dilemmas between the community-based conservation ideology, and 
demands for social solidarity. In some of my interviews, local UWA agents reflected on these 
issues. For example, I asked one of them whether decentralization could help conservation and 
this agent answered: 
Agent 3: “Now, the problem we have with decentralization is that we have given 
people powers to decide. But sometimes they may use those powers to take wrong 
decisions. Now, we have wildlife which is a national heritage. If you decentralize 
wildlife conservation in particular and you give the local authorities authority to take 
decisions, suppose the district council comes up one day and says, “Ah, we should 
kill all the animals there, they are destroying [people’s crops].” It would be a decision 
maybe in favor of the district, but you forget that these resources are enjoyed by all 
Ugandans and even the international community. The tourists are coming to see, so 
they are benefiting the whole country. So when it comes to decentralization and 
conservation, I think it is wise that wildlife conservation was not decentralized.” 
This agent expressed the common fear among conservationists that, if local people would have 
full authority to make management decisions, it would lead to a worst-case scenario: the 
complete and irreversible destruction of the protected area. My questions challenged agent 3 to 
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reflect on common concerns about the role of local people in decision-making processes, and the 
response illustrates a rather decisive assertion of central control over officially gazetted protected 
areas. The agent’s statement reveals the assumption that UWA agents have a broader perspective 
on the situation that recognizes the interests of people on national and international levels and 
that this perspective leads to the “right” decision. However, it obscures the fact that such superior 
perspectives are asserted by middle class UWA agents who directly benefit from protected areas 
through employment and, thus, have a particularly strong incentive to prevent significant 
transfers of authority to other parties. The agent never identified any gray areas where people 
living around protected areas could have some say in management decisions as established by 
some of the community conservation policies. Agent 3 also never referenced the potential role of 
local customs and cultural views of nature in management. His close colleague did discuss this 
latter topic when I asked who practices conservation: 
Agent 2: “There is a lot of practicing. There is practical, there is professional, there is 
cultural. To me, everyone practices conservation. [..] There are some species, there 
are some animals, which, like me, in our culture, cultures have those totems, those 
animals. It was for the purpose of conservation that those totems were given. Those 
days, like for my case, mine is civet cat. That those days, there would be a lot of 
hunting, so but if any culture could say: “Ah, for us now, we are going to let these 
animals stay.” [..] So they make these totems so that they don’t eat it, they don’t cut 
it. Actually my dad used to even tell us that, our culture, our totem, the civet cat, 
could run through the villages and hide at his house. Because when people hunt it, it 
knows that this is the man who has never eaten me, or this is the village, or this is the 
culture, so that it could even run. To me, everyone practices conservation, but the 
ignorance matters. As profession, you have that protection element, but to other 
people, they don’t have that protection element, for them, they have only that 
sustainable use. Because if I am killing, I am not killing civet cat, but I am killing a 
buffalo. And another person is not killing the buffalo, but he is killing a civet cat. For 
them, there are no professionals. There is nobody who says: “All of us now, Uganda 
community, we are not going to eat this animal.” For them they have to know that 
protection element. But not everyone practices conservation.”  
So, while this UWA agent acknowledged that there are cultural elements that contribute to 
conservation, even designed for the purpose of conservation, the agent emphasized the need for 
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professionals and for complete protection, much like agent 3. Both these agents were not only 
considering the possibility that sustainable use could end up not being so sustainable after all and 
lead to environmental destruction, they were also asserting the importance of their jobs, their 
specialized education, and superior knowledge; in other words, they were protecting their 
professional middle class status and the institution more generally.  
The second UWA agent’s responses to my interview questions were overall highly 
complex and multi- layered. This agent detailed a personal and professional trajectory in 
conservation, and explained a discovery of how the government would prioritize protected areas 
even if it meant that people were suffering. I sensed a critical tone and I asked, “So you 
disagreed?” The answer was, “No, I didn’t disagree, but people really give conservation 
priority!” This statement appears to express both confusion and amazement. Throughout the 
interview, agent 2 revealed an intimate understanding of the challenges faced by people living 
around protected areas, but also asserted support for strong boundary enforcement, separate from 
community development. Agent 2 seemed to understand poverty as a delay in cultural progress 
with people failing to plan for the future and thereby failing to accumulate wealth. This agent’s 
statements about poor people contained empathy as well as frustration, for example in response to 
my question, “So, how do you evaluate current efforts towards the development of Uganda?” 
Agent 2: “Eeeh, how are we moving? Hehe, now but we are going on, we are moving 
on, much as that culture element, and culture does not change so fast, it changes over 
time. But, there are some examples of where the government has invested, where 
people have brought, the donations have also come, and they have really helped 
people [..]. To me, I know the time, only that culture takes, the what? And it is 
unfortunately that it is also not sustainable. Like, you will find that they come in for 
four years, but after those four years, the way they pull out, again that unsustainable 
development is… [...].There are so many strong projects, which are funded by a lot of 
money, donors and what? But after four years, [...]. People eat that money, but even 
someone who just ate the money, he is still in a ramshackled house. So there is no 
sustainability even for what? For that development.”  
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This agent is disappointed that even people who “eat money,” which is a common expression in 
Uganda for corruption, will not invest such money wisely and plan for the future. As someone 
with good employment and associated benefits, agent 2 is a supporter of individual progress and 
development, expecting others to pursue the same. Finally, I asked this agent, “How do you see 
the future of conservation and national parks?” The answer was: 
Agent 2: “The future of conservation and national parks? Actually we were 
discussing it, like a few months ago. We were saying, “Ah, at this rate of illegal 
activities, what is happening?” Then we tried to relate with other countries where 
some good work has been done. Like in abroad countries, they don’t have such big 
parks, protected areas. For them they have something like this, which is even easier to 
put an electric fence, which is then easier to deploy rangers all around. And for them, 
they will keep this one intact. But for us, who are stubborn and want this big thing, 
[...]. That’s where we are failing. Actually for us, the future will be confused because 
finally, through encroachment, people will eat the protected areas. […]. So, for me 
the future is grim. The popular culture, people are producing. To me, there is no way 
to show me that in Africa or Uganda, the population will calm down.” 
This answer represents the common strict separation between humans and nature, between 
progress and conservation. Agent 2 appears willing to sacrifice some parts of protected areas to 
support the growing population and remain with more manageable strictly bounded nature.  
 Based on my interactions with several subcounty agents and interviews with four of them, 
I found them less unified in their commitment to the institutional ideologies than UWA agents 
especially due to the tense financial and political climate. One of my standardized interview 
questions asked my informants how they would evaluate current efforts toward the development 
of Uganda. Two subcounty agents were particularly optimistic about different government 
measures and programs, although both directed a lot of responsibility for their success toward the 
people themselves. For example, one of them explained different government initiatives, from 
Prosperity for All to infrastructure improvements, Universal Primary Education, and NAADS. I 
asked this agent whether those programs had been successful, and to which the reply was: 
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Agent 4: “They will be successful, only that our people need exchange our activity. 
The problem is that, it’s not that the government has got raw programs, but our 
activity, our concepts, are negative toward those programs. Sometimes you find that a 
person was given a goat, which produced to give him more goats, but instead he sells 
that goat to go in a bar and take a bottle of what? A bottle of beer, or waragi, this is 
our local brew. So that one is the attitude of local people, it is still very raw, so we 
still need to sustain them, more especially realization and sensitization, but with time. 
Few people will go ahead and others will follow them. I think in your countries also, 
such people are there. The ones who work for the others, yes.” 
Much like one of the local UWA agents who expressed frustration with people failing to plan for 
the future, this subcounty agent was disappointed with people failing to utilize the potentials he 
considered to be offered by the government programs. It appears that agent 4 considered those 
people succeeding as setting an example for the rest. However, it is unclear whether, in this 
scenario, the rest would “follow them” in terms of catching up or in terms of remaining 
subordinate, for example as employees. Either way, the common assumption is that the primary 
obstacle to development is the attitude of people rather than access to opportunities, thus focusing 
on individuals’ responsibility, while ignoring the role of broader structural inequalities. A 
colleague from another administrative area similarly discussed government measures, focusing 
less on precise government activities and more on the opportunities presented by privatization 
and the prominence of the market: 
Agent 5: “Uganda is partaking a positive trend in development because of our 
networking relationship with other investors, like of recent through now, the current 
policy of liberalization, our economy is liberalized as of now, it is free entry now. Not 
necessarily free entry, but at least the country has that policy, which is freely allowing 
investors to come from out there and grow some businesses here competently and 
give service to the locals. It has given us the very great opportunity to interact with 
those people and to exchange some ideas, exchange some skills some knowledge. 
Even our local, indigenous people have also come up with some very innovative ideas 
of establishing even their own processing industries. Yes, processing industries. So 
sincerely, I think through that kind of interaction has brought up a lot of improvement 
in our industrialization process and generally community development, because 
people can get jobs […] many of our people are getting employed in the private 
sector these days than before. Unlike those past days when people graduate from 
universities and start working around on the streets looking for jobs until the public 
sector is able to absorb them.” 
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Earlier in the interview, agent 5 had mentioned plans to start a family business on the basis of an 
agricultural project at home: 
Agent 5: “So if in the future I can get some capacity of earning a little more money 
and accessing maybe some more resources to expand on this project, I will see no 
cause to go back again to look for a public job. Just capitalize on mine and expand it 
and maybe train my own family to manage it when I am no longer there. And it will 
be a better life than continuing to work, I mean to offer public service, and 
harassments, and what, and the tough conditions, and the poor revenue condition, that 
kind of thing. It will be better.” 
Thus, while agent 4 is still concerned with the local government as bringing prosperity, agent 5 
seems completely disillusioned with the local government. Both, however, express support for 
individual advancement and pay little attention to the obstacles faced by those who may be left 
behind. Another agent I interviewed was also disillusioned with the local government but pointed 
not to the failures of individuals to embrace opportunities and catch up, but rather to the ways the 
development programs reproduced inequalities: 
Agent 6: “The current, towards the development? Yeah. There is a section, or there is 
a category of people who are developing. And there is another category who have 
been put aside, or back, they will never come from poverty. […] Uganda has people 
who are what? Developing. Moving forward. There are others there... The example is 
NAADS, they have put there a lot of money, but it is starting with the active pool. 
One who is poor, but active. In this subcounty, the majority are poor. The majority of 
the people here are poor. In our community. Very few are active poor, but the 
government is proceeding with the active poor, that the rest will be employed by the... 
That’s the slogan of the NAADS. By the... those who are active poor. It is a problem. 
It is a problem. In our community there is a group, which is down and there is another 
one, which is up. That I can assess in Uganda. There is a problem. Generally, there is 
no development. Generally, there is no development. It is, that is what I was telling 
you, that the government, that development is on paper. When you go to talk about 
development, you are talking it with me, with another one [..], we are just there 
talking alone, because we are the people developing, but we are not assessing the 
development. Generally, let’s say, in this subcounty, we have a population of 200 
people. Then, 200 people, how is development in this subcounty? It is not assessed 
like that. You get the point? Because the people who are assessing this are the people, 
20 people among the 200 who are assessing. You will find, ah development, it is [..], 
but we are social workers who are living with the people on the ground. What you 
see, it is not what is on paper. Here in our office, even in the office, this is the 
problem and when you try to say the truth, hihihihi, [..], yeah, this is the situation. In 
Uganda, there is no development. Generally, there is no development.”  
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Thus, agent 6 implied that individuals who evaluate development are generally the people who 
are already on the development track themselves and have little interest in those left behind. This 
agent considered this in part a consequence of the NAADS approach that focused on “active 
poor,” and in part a consequence of the fact that many of the activities planned on paper are not 
actually implemented due to corruption. Much like Sarah’s focus on a small group of local elites, 
development projects targeting those poor people who are likely to successfully participate 
reinforce the boundaries between socioeconomic classes, pulling selected individuals into a 
morally insulated and protected middle class, while further marginalizing their poorest neighbors. 
In response to my follow-up question about the failure of these programs, agent 6 stated: “When 
you are in Uganda, you don’t talk about corruption issues, you don’t talk about these things you 
are asking, about development. You better keep quiet.”  
 
3.7 Conclusion 
In this chapter, I have examined the role of local state agents and their moral negotiations in the 
implementation of institutional blueprints in the fields of conservation and development. I 
particularly focused on local UWA agents in their implementation of national park boundary 
enforcement and community conservation, but I also analyzed local government agents in their 
implementation of environmental and development action plans.  
It has become apparent that elaborate policies for community conservation exist and some 
provide frameworks for local people to gain a voice in conservation management. However, there 
is often a conditionality already in these policies and there is a lack of implementation due to low 
funding priority from the top down. I argue that, in addition to these limitations, local UWA 
agents continue to have a preference for exclusionary and neoliberal conservation, connecting 
ideas of progress with the separation of nature and humans and the pursuit of development 
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outside protected areas. While local people’s concerns certainly pressure them and affect them, 
the agents generally respond to these concerns by applying moral frameworks about 
improvement, for example by promoting resource use for small business groups, rather than to 
use the policies and take these concerns seriously on their own terms, for example by providing 
rangers to chase elephants or by allowing broader resource use. Villagers’ objections and 
resistances with regard to community-based conservation may lead to local UWA agents to 
abandon community-based conservation altogether rather than to adjust its conditions. This is 
driven by a sense that it will never be possible to sufficiently respond to people’s demands, 
assuming that it will cost too much financially and that local people will destroy the park if given 
many rights. The use of revenue sharing money for the digging of elephant trenches19 is certainly 
an effort to solve the main problem local people face, but considered acceptable especially 
because it does not require any adjustments in the national park management budget itemization, 
and because it does not contradict with exclusionary conservation ideologies. In fact, the trenches 
form a physically and symbolically strengthened boundary that even encroaches on people’s land.  
Local UWA agents’ investment in law enforcement and in user groups’ business 
initiatives represents a choice of resource allocation at the expense of rangers to chase crop 
raiding animals and/or more intense cooperation on inclusive and elaborate agreements similar to 
the first Nyabweya agreement. Although a different prioritization of UWA resources would 
unlikely pose a serious threat to the existence of the park or their job security, UWA agents may 
certainly fear such consequences. In addition, and perhaps more importantly, UWA agents have 
appropriated the ideologies that facilitated their educational and professional development, 
particularly the exclusionary aesthetic conservation ideology and the neoliberal development 
                                                                 
19
 Sarah once stated that people could potentially also use revenue sharing money to employ a ranger to chase crop 
raiding animals. 
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ideology. In other words, they have embraced ideas about nature, progress, and self-making that 
are incompatible with subsistence farming and people’s reliance on the park. I argue that UWA 
agents’ implementation efforts represent a conflation of local institutional governance with the 
protection of concrete class interests, as well as with the protection of a middle class identity and 
the associated moral perspectives more broadly. The situation is slightly different for local 
government agents. These agents operate on a larger scale and are rather successful in the 
promotion of the neoliberal development ideology through registration of groups, training 
sessions, and select distribution of knowledge, equipment, resources, and loans. At the same time, 
they have more opportunities to redirect funding for their own benefit, which undermines actual 
implementation. 
While many contemporary conservationists would argue that conservation is impossible 
without the support from local communities, arguments that have contributed to the emergence of 
community conservation, Brockington (2004) considers this argument flawed since it assumes 
that the weak can defeat the strong. This chapter illustrates the limited opportunities local people 
have to get their concerns addressed. It may be no surprise that many villagers have largely given 
up on their efforts to gain official rights with regard to the national park. In Chapter 4, I examine 
how local villagers respond to the constant messages of improvement through conservation and 
development. 
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CHAPTER 4: THE PATH OF LEAST RESISTANCE? 
 
“We cross dirt roads and highways that mark 
the will of some one and then others, who said 
I need to see what’s on the other side. 
 
I know there’s something better down the road. 
We need to find a place where we are safe. 
We walk into that which we cannot yet see.” 
 
(Section from Praise Song for the Day, inaugural poem for President Obama, Elizabeth 
Alexander 2009) 
 
When I first heard this poem, soon after my return from the field, I was reminded of the villagers 
living around Kibale National Park and the ways in which the many representatives of 
international donors, state organizations, and NGOs aim to convince these villagers that there is 
something better down the road. This “something better” is development, containing promises of 
opportunities for improved living conditions and for progress more broadly. The representatives 
of the various organizations have a vision; they work to define and implement strategies towards 
improvement and, from their perspective, they appear to know or to “see what’s on the other 
side” since they themselves are supposedly already there. However, my host families and 
informants, who have few alternatives and are tempted by the possibility of better prospects, 
“walk into that which [they] cannot yet see.” In this chapter, I aim to characterize local 
ideologies about natural resource use and about social solidarity, and contrast them with 
institutional ideologies about conservation and development. Villagers have rather successfully 
embraced and reproduced institutional ideologies. However, many villagers continue to face 
significant obstacles and setbacks, especially through crop raiding and limited opportunities for 
accumulating wealth, leading to the persistence of local ideologies. I suggest that the spatial and 
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social divergence of access to class mobility causes individuals to experience a range of moral 
dilemmas, and may contribute to increasing ideological tensions between individuals and 
between social groups as also described by Geschiere (1997) and Gewertz and Errington (1999).  
 This chapter contains five core sections. In the following section, I provide an overview 
of prior research conducted in villages neighboring Kibale National Park, particularly 
quantitative research focusing on issues of local resource management, ecological impacts, 
illegal activity, livelihoods, and attitudes. With this section, I aim to present important insights 
into the lives of people living near the park, and illustrate the complex and shifting relations 
between humans and nature, as mediated by institutional governance and political and 
socioeconomic processes more broadly. In the three sections that follow, I examine the ways 
villagers navigate this complex and ideologically dense landscape. In the second section, I 
analyze villagers’ stories and speeches held during the storytelling events I organized in the three 
parishes. I argue that the stories illuminate local “traditional” ideologies, while the speeches 
largely illuminate villagers’ appropria tion of institutional conservation and development 
ideologies and their desire for progress. In the third section, I examine the contrasts between 
poverty and wealth, with villagers facing one or the other as influenced by the proximity of the 
park. I particularly examine crop raiding as a source of poverty and tourism as a source of 
wealth, while recognizing spatial patterns in their distribution. In the fourth section, I analyze the 
ways children in wildlife clubs and adults in music, dance, and drama groups reproduce 
institutional and/or local ideologies. Finally, in the fifth section, I analyze the semi-structured 
interviews I conducted with 34 villagers, which further support the complexities in the relation 
between humans and nature as illuminated by prior research conducted around the park. These 
interviews reveal that, when villagers speak about and reflect upon conservation, they regularly 
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draw from a range of ideologies and experience various moral dilemmas, particularly as 
influenced by local realities. Overall, this chapter illustrates the ways in which levels of class 
mobility may facilitate or obstruct the appropriation of institutional ideologies.  
 
4.1 Theoretical Portrayals 
Kibale National Park attracts many foreign and Ugandan researchers studying the flora and fauna 
inside and outside the park. In addition, since the last two decades, quite a few researchers have 
studied the practices and attitudes of people neighboring the park and the ways they are affected 
by crop raiding animals. Several researchers working on park-people issues started as graduate 
students through the University of Florida or McGill University, directly or indirectly guided by 
Dr. Colin Chapman who has published extensively on primate ecology and other topics in and 
around Kibale National Park since the early 1990s. Other researchers include foreigners and 
Ugandans who conducted their projects for graduate or undergraduate studies or consultancy 
assignments. In this section, I provide an overview of these studies’ approaches and findings in 
order to illustrate a range of portrayals of local people through various theoretical lenses, and to 
situate my own research. I want to stress that this overview may not be comprehensive. In 
addition, I discuss a few studies in other sections of this dissertation, where they fit better. For 
example, I discuss research on tourism in Bigodi later in this chapter (Ballering 2008, Lepp 2004 
2008).  
 Many researchers who have conducted field work in the villages adjacent to Kibale 
National Park have done so as geographers, wildlife ecologists, or environmental scientists. 
Their studies were largely quantitative, for example including surveys among villagers, transects 
in the forest, and observations and measurements of crop damage, while some also incorporated 
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qualitative research methods, such as participant observation and semi-structured interviews (e.g. 
Edmunds 1997). Although researchers have worked in many parishes around the park, some 
studies were more localized and relatively high levels of research activity have concentrated in 
and around Kiko and Bigodi Parishes. This is partly due to the unique socio-economic situation 
in the vicinity of the research and tourist stations, partly due to accessibility and availability of 
accommodation. On the basis of the publications I have reviewed, I identified five dominant 
topics: resource management, ecological impacts, illegal activity, livelihoods, and attitudes, 
which I will discuss below. These topics have been studied by different researchers with 
different research approaches, sometimes leading to complementary results, sometimes to 
contradictory results. While all studies are necessarily partial, the body of research as a whole 
illustrates the complexities of the relations between humans and nature, as mediated not only by 
sociocultural and ecological factors, but also by institutional governance in conservation and 
development. The history of this institutional governance has created the situation in which many 
poor subsistence farmers live adjacent to sharp boundaries with nature, expected to interact with 
this nature in certain ways, but not others.  
 
4.1.1 Resource Management 
Several researchers have conducted studies to examine the ways people living around Kibale 
National Park may socially regulate their use of natural resources, particularly in forest 
fragments and wetlands outside the park, which they can still access with few to no 
governmental restrictions. These researchers have identified the existence of relevant local rules 
and mechanisms, and described the ways traditional practices have hybridized with more recent 
colonial and postcolonial interventions in governance. For example, Naughton-Treves (1999) 
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conducted a historical study to characterize traditional wildlife property rights in Toro District, 
which she found was centered on spirit appeasement and a social hierarchy of hunting. Edmunds 
(1997) conducted a study of contemporary local “resource management institutions” and found 
that, even though the village he had selected consisted of many immigrants and would appear as 
a “worst-case” for local resource management institutions, community members shared a range 
of flexible rules and mechanisms. Hartter & Ryan (2010) also examined the various local and 
national level tools for the governance of unprotected forests and wetlands outside Kibale 
National Park and found that each of these areas is governed differently. “Rights, privileges, and 
regulations are based on a mixture of national level legislation, local by- laws, and perceived land 
ownership rights.” (Hartter & Ryan 2010:819). All these authors recognize that macropolitical 
and economic forces in the 20th century, as well as the associated ecological transformations, 
have dramatically altered the interactions between humans and nature. On this basis, they present 
various suggestions for governance that would integrate the strengths of localized and centralized 
resource management approaches.  
 
4.1.2 Ecological Impacts 
Considering the complexities of these hybridized local management approaches, efforts to 
determine their ecological impacts unavoidably face certain challenges. Several studies present 
different localized patterns of ecological degradation and point to different causes. Estimates of 
decline in forest cover for Uganda as a whole, from 12.7% in 1900 to 2-3% in 1990 (Naughton-
Treves 1996:16, Onderdonk & Chapman 2000:589), have triggered more detailed quantitative 
studies on land cover changes around Kibale National Park. For example, Hartter (2007), Hartter 
& Southworth (2009), and Hartter et al. (2011) used satellite images for 1984, 1995, and 2003 to 
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assess changes in forest and wetland cover in an area of 690 km2 surrounding the park up to 5 
km from the boundary. These authors illuminate rather small changes in forest and wetlands 
cover in fragments outside the park, which changed from 32% to 34% to 29% and from 28% to 
20% to 29% respectively1 (Hartter & Southworth 2009:649). Between 1984 and 2003, the 
average size of forest fragments decreased, indicating increasing levels of fragmentation, while 
the average size of wetland fragments increased. Other researchers have found more dramatic 
changes in forest cover. Naughton-Treves et al. (2011) used satellite images for 1995, 2001, and 
2005 to assess changes in an area of 90 km2 alongside the northwestern side boundary of the 
park, also up to 5 km from the boundary. They focused their analysis on 24 forest fragments with 
a size between 3 and 102 ha and determined that the total area in communal forest fragments had 
declined by 51% between 1995 and 2005.  
These types of reductions have formed the basis of many researchers’ concerns about the 
future of wildlife in the area. Chapman et al. (2005) examined the effects of forest fragmentation 
on primate populations. They surveyed 16 forest fragments outside the park, also alongside the 
northwestern side boundary of the park, in 1995 and again in 2000. They found that three 
fragments had been largely cleared by 2000 and primates were no longer present. In addition, the 
total number of black-and-white colobus had declined from 165 to 118 individuals, with the 
infant to adult female ratio declining from 0.405 to 0.026. In contrast, the red colobus population 
had expanded from occupying seven to occupying eleven forest fragments. Although the authors 
do not specify population size for 1995, 159 red colobus individuals were present in 2000, with 
an infant to adult female ratio of 0.25, indicating that this population was doing relatively well. 
However, Naughton-Treves et al. (2011) also collected data on primate population in their 24 
                                                                 
1
 The authors indicate that the 1995 increase in forest and decrease in wetlands may be due to seasonal or 
methodological challenges . 
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forest patches in 1995, 2000, 2003, and 2010. They found that the black-and-white colobus 
population had dropped from 81 to 21 individuals and that the red colobus population had 
dropped from 126 to 16 individuals. Although the two studies appear to have examined some of 
the same forest fragments, share one coauthor, and may have used some of the same data, there 
are striking differences with regard to the 1995 black-and-white colobus population. While 
Chapman et al. (2005) determined that 165 individuals were present in 16 forest fragments, 
Naughton-Treves et al. (2011) claim that 81 individuals were present in 24 forest fragments.  
Overall, these studies do not show a consistent pattern of decline in fores t cover and 
primate populations, with localized differences and changes, suggesting complex dynamics in 
land use patterns and ecological systems. Chapman et al. (2005) explicitly recognize the 
difficulties to assess whether changes in plant and animal populations are due to natural variation 
or variation resulting from human action. Studies that examine the relation between fuel wood 
needs and forest degradation also present different patterns. For example, Naughton-Treves & 
Chapman (2002) and Naughton-Treves et al. (2007) show that subsistence farmers can and often 
do rely on elephant grass and woody herbs on regenerating fallow land. They conclude: “While 
domestic consumers use the most species for fuel wood (>50), their consumption is likely 
sustainable because they generally harvest fast-growing species from fallows on their own land 
or their neighbors’.” (Naughton-Treves et al. 2007:232). Instead, they identify commercial 
groups, such as gin distillers, brick manufacturers, charcoal producers, and tea companies, as 
unsustainable fuel wood users, relying on wood from forest fragments and from the national 
park. Hartter & Boston (2007 2008) present a different analysis, based on the assumption that 
villagers’ caloric needs and fuel wood needs are the two main causes of deforestation in areas 
around Kibale National Park. They state: “Heavy reliance on natural resource and intensive 
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smallholder agriculture common to many rural communities in developing countries has forced 
people to fulfill short-term needs to the detriment of long-term ecological and livelihood 
sustainability.” (Hartter & Boston 2007:78). Hartter & Boston use a model to estimate the effects 
of people’s efforts to meet caloric requirements through household-level decisions on nutrition, 
fuel wood, and land use, and predict a growth of the fuel wood collection radius.  
While many researchers are concerned about reductions in forest cover and potential 
consequences for wildlife populations, they may also be concerned about the opposite scenario. 
In another collaborative study, researchers examine trends of declining population density, 
urbanization, and increasing abandonment of rural areas. They present evidence “that this 
process will lead to ecological homogenization as dominant habitat (e.g., forest replaces a mosaic 
of human-maintained landscapes), resulting in declines in biodiversity at the local scale.” (Jacob 
et al. 2008:307). They stress that this may not necessarily be a negative outcome since some 
species benefit from large habitats. They analyze demographic trends for 26 countries and more 
closely examine trends in Spain, Mexico, and Uganda, with the case study for Uganda 
demonstrating the process of homogenization inside the national park as a consequence of severe 
restrictions on human uses. Although rural populations in Uganda are still increasing, the authors 
project that rural depopulation may begin after 2050.  
 
4.1.3 Illegal Activity 
In addition to studies on resource management and ecological impacts outside of the park, some 
researchers have attempted to assess villagers’ engagement in illegal activities inside the park, 
particularly as intersecting with resource use agreements, poverty, and conservation attitudes. 
For example, Solomon (2007) used the “randomized response technique” to ask 251 villagers 
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living in two villages adjacent to Kibale National Park about their illegal activities inside the 
park while reducing their fear for repercussions. She found the following percentages of people 
admitting to having engaged in these behaviors between 2000 and 2004: collect firewood (68%), 
collect poles (62%), make charcoal (52%), hunt animals (39%), graze animals (29%), and collect 
timber (26%) (Solomon 2007:93-94). MacKenzie et al. (2012) similarly conducted surveys with 
596 households in 25 villages and asked respondents which resources they would like to have 
access to and which resources they admitted extracting from the park. Many respondents 
indicated that they wanted access to various resources inside the park, with 89% for firewood, 
83% for poles, and 82% for medicinal plants. The number of respondents admitting access was 
also highest for these resources, with firewood (38%), poles (28%), and medicinal plants (28%), 
and lowest for fishing (7%) and poaching (5%). MacKenzie et al. complemented their surveys 
with the recording of signs of illegal activity alongside sections of the park boundary and trails 
inside the park near the boundary. They found that 2,794 indigenous and exotic trees and shrubs 
had been illegally extracted. In addition, they found 24 signs of poaching, six goat herds grazing, 
three cow herds grazing, charcoal-making inside or adjacent to the park in five villages, 
encroachment in one village, and evidence of fire in the park adjacent to four villages.  
These studies illustrate complex spatial and temporal patterns of illegal resource use with 
amount and type of resources extracted changing by location and a range of other factors, 
including UWA’s management practices. Both studies illuminate that villagers benefiting from 
resource use agreements implement them in a variety of ways. Solomon (2007) examined a 
resource use agreement between UWA and a fishing group. On the basis of a survey with 94 
fishers and 91 respondents in a control group, she found that fishers earned significantly more 
income, had significantly more positive attitudes toward park management, and indicated more 
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support for conservation. Fishers also engaged in the prevention of bush fires and the removal of 
snares, but appeared not to report illegal behavior to park management more than the control 
group. In addition, fishers admitted to illegally collecting firewood and water in the park more 
than the control group. MacKenzie et al. (2012) examined levels of illegal extraction for villages 
with resource use agreements and found no difference, except for lower levels of illegal tree 
harvesting near villages with beekeeping agreements. They argue that beekeeping associations 
benefit with relatively high levels of income and actively stop others from entering the park in 
fear of losing the agreement. At the same time, they also found that villages with agreements 
tended to engage more in illegal extraction of exotic trees.  
MacKenzie et al. stress that, overall, illegal tree extraction in the park may be sustainable 
and possibly beneficial for biodiversity. The studies by Hartter (2007), Hartter & Southworth 
(2009), and Hartter et al. (2011) provide a valuable perspective on this issue. They used satellite 
images for 1984, 1995, and 2003 to examine changes in forest and wetland cover, not only 
outside the park as I discussed before, but also inside the park. Excluding the former Kibale 
Game Corridor from their analysis, they found that the dominant land cover inside the park was 
forest (87-91%), with only small proportions of wetland (6-7%) and other types of vegetation, 
such as grasses and shrubs, and little change over time. Thus, any illegal resource extraction that 
occurred appears to have had little negative impact on the park so far, at least in terms of forest 
cover. Whether such extraction has affected biodiversity would be more difficult to determine.  
 
4.1.4 Livelihoods 
While villagers living around Kibale National Park certainly have an impact on the environment 
around them, they are also impacted in terms of their livelihoods, particularly through crop 
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raiding animals. Naughton-Treves conducted two years of field work in six villages neighboring 
Kibale National Park between 1992 and 1994 to gather data on crop raiding patterns and 
perceptions (Naughton-Treves 1996 1997 1998, Naughton-Treves et al. 1998). On the basis of 
these studies, she shows that crop raiding problems were more widespread before the colonial 
period when wildlife populations still covered large areas in Uganda, although people had more 
possibilities to kill the responsible animals. Naughton-Treves describes colonial and early post-
colonial deforestation patterns and wildlife eradication schemes that shaped the current situation. 
For example, the Game Department killed 31,966 elephants between 1925 and 1969, and a total 
estimated number of 150,000-200,000 elephants were killed between 1900 and 1970 (Naughton-
Treves 1996:25). Only after the 1950s, concerns about declining wildlife populations began to 
emerge. This history has not only created increasingly sharp boundaries between humans and 
nature, but has also led to a situation where many crop raiding animals have become protected 
and can no longer be killed. In other words, people living near those sharp boundaries are 
exposed to relatively high concentrations of crop raiding problems with few perspectives for 
improvement.  
 Naughton-Treves’ field work concentrated in six villages, five of which were located 
alongside the northwestern boundary of the park and one of which was located in Bigodi Parish. 
She recorded 1,873 crop raiding events and determined that primates (71%) and livestock 
(17.7%) were responsible for most of the events, while the animals causing most overall damage 
were primates (48%), elephants (21%), and livestock (16%) (Naughton-Treves 1996:49). 
Naughton-Treves found tremendous variation in damage within and between villages, and 
between crop raiding species and seasons, but she also determined that 90% of the damage was 
done within 200 meters from the forest edge. Average damage caused by elephants per event was 
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874 square meters, with a range from 6 to 6,510 square meters. Although elephant damage 
occurred in only three of the six villages, the size of the maximum elephant damage recorded 
exceeded the size of 35% of the 97 monitored farms at the park’s edge (Naughton-Treves 
1996:72). The crop raiders’ most important preferences varied between cassava, maize, and 
bananas, with average loss in cassava fields at 7%, in maize fields 6%, and in banana plantations 
4% (Naughton-Treves 1996:86-87).  
 In addition to data on crop damage, Naughton-Treves also conducted a total of 147 
interviews in the six villages, and in four additional villages alongside the northeastern boundary. 
She compared measured and perceived damage and found various discrepancies, for example 
with farmers assigning more blame to elephants than justified. She argues that some of these 
discrepancies can be assigned to variation in frequency and magnitude of crop raiding events. 
Although the recorded average crop loss for farmers living within 0.5 km from the forest edge 
was less than 10%, 7% of the famers lost more than half their planted maize and cassava 
(Naughton-Treves 1996:95). Although crop raiding by livestock was significant, villagers did not 
complain about that since the owner is expected to pay compensation. They considered the 
elephants as the state’s cattle and chimpanzees as property of foreign researchers, but both 
government and researchers would not take responsibility for the damage caused by these 
animals and, thus were considered bad neighbors (Naughton-Treves 1996:99-100).  
In another study focusing on crop raiding and other issues, researchers conducted 130 
household interviews in two research areas on the northwestern and on the central-eastern sides 
of the park (including Kiko and Bigodi Parishes), within 5 km from the park boundary (Goldman 
et al. 2008, Hartter 2009). Their reason for selecting study areas within a larger distance from the 
boundary (5 km as opposed to 0.5 km in Naughton-Treves’ study) was to incorporate households 
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adjacent to forest fragments outside of the park and to assess broader trends. Villagers reported 
redtail monkeys (65%) and vervet monkeys (51%) as the most common crop raiding animals, 
although baboons, elephants, and bushpigs were reported more often by villagers living closer to 
the park boundary. Hartter (2009) argues that the pressure on forest fragments, and the associated 
reduction in size and degradation of habitat, may squeeze primates in smaller a reas and lead to 
an increase in crop raiding. Goldman et al. (2008) present data from a hazard study in which they 
asked 69 respondents to estimate the most important risks to their livelihoods. They found that 
50% and 30% listed disease as the most important and second most important risk respectively, 
while this was 13% and 26% for crop raiding. It remains unclear, however, how this may vary in 
accordance with distance from park boundary.  
Naughton-Treves et al. (2011) provide broader insights into the role of the park in 
people’s livelihoods. Data from 252 households, collected near the northwestern boundary of the 
park in 1996 and again in 2005-2006, show an improvement in welfare indicators, such as 
durable roofs, cattle, goats, and eucalyptus woodlots, with the biggest improvements for those 
households with highest initial assets. This finding confirms the process of increasing class 
differentiation as I discuss further in this chapter. Although the poor were more often located 
near the park boundary, the authors argue that the park should not be considered a “poverty trap” 
preventing a rise in the standard of living. Proximity to the park had no measurable effect on 
growth of productive asserts and may even prevent extreme impoverishment based on low-
intensity subsistence use of the forest. However, the finding that the poor were most often 
located near the park suggests that people with some wealth move away, a trend regularly 
mentioned by my informants, and/or that the park contributes to maintain a level of poverty at 
the same time as net growth of assets remains positive. Poor people next to disappearing forest 
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fragments found themselves in a more precarious situation. The authors claim that “wealthier 
households were more likely to engage in more profitable commercial forest use,” and argue that 
this use was unsustainable (Naughton-Treves et al. 2011:13923). However, wealthier households 
were less vulnerable to resulting forest loss than very poor households that relied on these forests 
for the collection of non-timber forest products. Thus, although crop raiding is a serious problem, 
people living near the park may be in a better position, as long as they find ways to access the 
park for low-intensity subsistence use, than people living near degrading forest fragments. 
 
4.1.5 Attitudes  
Several studies, including some of those discussed above, have included surveys among the 
people living near Kibale National Park (Goldman et al. 2008, Hartter & Goldman 2011, 
Musaasizi & Andama 2006, Nankya 2001, Naughton Treves 1996 1997). The researchers 
conducted the surveys with between 100 and 200 respondents per study in several villages, 
sometimes more concentrated in certain regions around the park, sometimes covering larger 
areas. The surveys show many parallels and often focus on people’s knowledge of conservation 
and the park, experiences with benefits and costs, and perceptions of various components of park 
management. In general, most studies illuminate that people living near the park have insight 
into the ecological and economic benefits of the park, such as improving the climate and rainfall, 
attracting tourism, providing employment. In two studies, researchers asked respondents who 
they thought benefited most from the park. Naughton-Treves (1996 1997) allowed multiple 
answers and found that people considered the Ugandan government as the main beneficiary 
(51%), followed by Ugandans in general (33%), the local community (22%), park employees 
(21%), and researchers (15%). However, when she asked respondents specifically whether local 
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people benefit from the park, 84% answered yes, although the two most frequently identified 
local benefits were illegal activities: collecting fuel wood (44%) and building material (28%). 
Musaasizi & Andama (2006) found similar results with people considering the main 
beneficiaries to be UWA (>30%), the government (>25%), the tourists (>10%), and park 
employees (>10%). However, his respondents were less positive about benefits for the 
communities and most individuals perceived no benefits whatsoever (58%), while some 
recognized benefits such as resource access (17%) and a good climate (14%).  
 Some researchers asked specifically about their respondents’ perceptions of community 
conservation programs. Nankya (2001) found that 49% had a positive attitude toward park-
community programs, with many other respondents not having experienced programs introduced 
in their area, or feeling that they had not been assisted. Musaasizi & Andama (2006) found that 
45% had no knowledge of the revenue sharing program, with 100% for people living within 50 
meters of the park boundary, and Goldman et al. (2008) found that less than 10% of respondents 
cited revenue sharing as a benefit. Musaasizi & Andama also found that 55% of respondents 
considered the relations with park staff not good. Many respondents mentioned that they 
experienced problems with crop raiding (71-81%) (Goldman et al. 2008, Musaasizi & Andama 
2006, Nankya 2001). The picture was less consistent when researchers asked villagers about 
their general attitudes toward the park. For example, most of Nankya’s respondents had a 
positive attitude toward the park (86%), while most of Musaasizi & Andama’s respondents 
considered the costs greater than the benefits (>70%), thought the park should be used for other 
purposes, such as agriculture (>40% strongly agree, >35% agree), and thought the park should be 
degazetted (53%). Hartter & Goldman (2011) report that most of their respondents thought the 
park helped households (61%), while a smaller proportion thought the park harmed the 
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household (34%), although this latter percentage increased quite dramatically for people living 
within 1 km from the park boundary (57%). Musaasizi & Andama asked their respondents how 
the situation might be improved and most wanted UWA to improve problem animal control 
(35%), to allow access to resources (22%), or to compensate wildlife damage (9%). 
 Overall, these sections illustrate how any one study presents a necessarily partial 
perspective on the relation between villagers and the natural environment, and that the outcomes 
may be influenced by methodology, location, time period, natural variability, and many other 
factors. Altogether, these studies illuminate a tremendous complexity that cannot easily be 
captured and understood by researchers, by conservationists, or by local people themselves. In 
the rest of this chapter, I aim to present an ethnographic perspective into the ways people living 
around the national park navigate and attempt to make sense of such complexity.  
 
4.2 Moral Tales 
At some point during the first month of my stay around Kibale National Park, I spoke with a 
Ugandan conservationist who lived nearby the park. After I had told him about my research, 
including my intentions to learn more about local people’s views of nature, he suggested that I 
would learn a lot by listening to the stories people usually tell around the fire at night. He 
explained that those stories contain many references to wild animals, so I became eager to find 
out more. However, after having stayed with two host families, in Nyabweya and Bigodi, it 
appeared that this was no longer a common practice. I started to ask around and one informant in 
Kiko, Alfred, introduced me to an elder, Andrew, who would be happy to tell me more. When I 
met with Andrew and explained my interest in the stories, he became very excited and suggested 
that we should organize a storytelling event during the daytime and invite the entire village. It 
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would also be a good opportunity for the children to hear these old stories and a nice way to get 
people together. Andrew had been employed by, and been involved in, several conservation 
education initiatives and expressed his continuing passion for education. I had not exactly 
anticipated organizing a big event and wondering if this would mean a diversion from my main 
research focus. Still, Andrew’s enthusiasm raised my curiosity and I cautiously agreed. Once the 
decision was made, I quickly realized that I had rather little control over the process and the 
ways the event and my research would be presented and perceived by the people in the village. 
Both Alfred and Andrew took proactive roles and suggested we should keep the event at the 
“Science Center,” a building set up by the American founders of the Kibale Community Fuel 
Wood Project. This center contains a library and other educational materials, as well as a nursery 
for the tree species promoted for fuel wood. The founders kindly granted permission and we 
started putting up flyers to invite people. However, whenever we spoke to people we would meet 
on the road or in the shops, the enthusiasm seemed limited. A villager referred to an interview he 
once did with a researcher during which he spent a lot of time and answered many questions, but 
gained nothing. Another villager referred to the prizes the Kibale Community Fuel Wood Project 
sometimes give for creative writing and tree planting efforts. I told them it would be a voluntary 
event and we would serve tea and homemade mandazi [sweet fried doughnuts].  
 On the morning of the event, there were some indications that only few people would 
attend, but Alfred went around the village addressing everyone personally and asking them to 
come. Eventually attendance was about 60 individuals, more than half of which were children. 
Alfred had put up a quick shelter against the sun and Andrew spent some time talking to the 
children about local customs. He was sitting on a small stool next to a fake fire with a cooking 
pot. He had spread a lion skin from the science center on the grass next to the fire. He held a long 
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walking stick and wore a colorful cloth around his shoulders, which he explained represented an 
animal skin2. The children were sitting on mats in a large circle and other people joined the 
children on the mats, sat on benches, or stood around. After we had served everyone with a drink 
and a snack, Andrew decided the main event should start. I introduced myself to everyone, 
briefly explained my research, and asked people for permission to record their stories. I 
explained I would make pictures of each storyteller and provide them with copies. Andrew then 
took the floor and continued his discussion of local customs before he shared a story. Four more 
people shared a story and Andrew shared a second one. The event ended with Alfred giving a 
speech about conservation and with Andrew leading a short song about tree planting. The event 
was primarily held in Rutoro and my understanding of the language was insufficient to follow 
most of it. Daphne, my assistant, interpreted only the most crucial exchanges and later explained 
each story and speech. I was intrigued by the stories themselves, but also by the ways people had 
positioned me in light of several decades of interactions with foreign researchers and 
conservationists. Daphne and I agreed that it would be interesting to organize similar events in 
the other two parishes, Nyabweya and Bigodi, to gather similar data and to see whether the 
characteristics of the events would be very different.  
 I will briefly describe the ways the events unfolded in Nyabweya and Bigodi before 
moving to an analysis of the stories and the speeches themselves. While I was staying with my 
second host family in Nyabweya Parish, my fourth host family overall, I decided to donate some 
school books to a small local school in Rwenkuba village that had been started by the villagers 
themselves and that started to grow and require new materials. I made several visits to the school 
to find out what exactly was needed and eventually to drop off the 40 books I had purchased, and 
                                                                 
2
 “The people of long ago used not to put on clothes, but used to wear hides and skins of animals. As you see me 
here, I am putting it on. We usually take these skins to be of wild cats, lions, leopards, and other animals. Here is my 
wife also. Right now she is putting on a wrapper but a long time ago she was supposed to wear a skin of an animal.”  
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I regularly spoke with the headmaster and the teachers about my research. When I mentioned my 
plans to organize a storytelling event, they told me they would be happy to make announcements 
among the students and the parents. They advised me to organize the event outside the nearby 
church where we would be able to make tea and find enough cups. My second assistant, Paula, 
and I made 250 mandazi the day before the event, which we brought to the church the following 
day. Soon after we had arrived there, several people came to help out, to organize tables and 
chairs, and to direct the incoming crowd. The event started off with a prayer, after which 
everyone went in line to get tea and a mandazi. Then a local women’s group presented some of 
their skills and sold some of their products, primarily made from different parts of the banana 
plant. After the women’s presentation, I gave a short speech to explain my research and the aims 
of the event. My speech was followed by a short speech by the headmaster who spoke about my 
presence in the area and my donation of school books. A total of fifteen people shared their 
stories, after which two more people gave speeches, the chairman of the school management 
committee and the chairman of Rwenkuba village, which was followed by some traditional 
dances. The event was attended by roughly 150 people, about half of which were children.  
 Paula and I organized the event in Bigodi Parish near the home of our host family in the 
trading center of the village of Kyabakwerere. We again made mandazi and organized tea with 
the help of several villagers. We made no central announcements and did not put up any flyers, 
but simply told everyone we met on the road and asked our informants to spread the word. The 
event started and ended with a few speeches, by me, by the chairman of Kyabakwerere, by the 
father of my host family, and by an elder, and twelve people shared their stories. Then people 
started telling riddles which went very fast and ended up impossible to transcribe since many 
people spoke at the same time. In the cases that someone was able to translate a riddle for me, 
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they made very little sense and I completely missed the logic. One example of a riddle told 
during the event was: “A hoe digs relationships. [Reply: What is it?] It is a foot.” After the 
riddles, a man took out his harmonica and people brought their drums and started singing and 
dancing. Overall about 60 people attended, most of which were adults.  
 Of the three events, those in Nyabweya and Bigodi were attended more enthusiastically, 
in larger numbers, and with less effort than the one in Kiko. The numbers of stories told were 
larger and people spontaneously made music, danced, and shared riddles, jokes, and inserted 
other activities, such as the women’s presentation in Nyabweya. This may have been in part 
because the people in Kiko more often experience these types of events, for example organized 
by the Kibale Community Fuel Wood Project. Several months after the first event, a villager in 
Kiko asked me whether I could organize another one, but this time in the trading center of Ibura 
village. Thus, location may have also played a role. Then, my relations with people in Nyabweya 
and Bigodi had developed more intensively by the time of the events, since I had started the 
second round of host families by then. More friends and informants may have helped me out by 
spreading the word. Still, the speeches and stories contain many parallels and similarities, and a 
few stories were told in slightly different forms by two or more storytellers in the three areas. 
Thus, I will analyze them on the basis of topics and ideological content rather than per area. 
 I want to particularly point out that the stories are not stable and that the texts represent a 
blurry window into the past to reveal traditional customs, or cosmologies more broadly. The 
stories have been told and retold over many generations and spread through parts of the continent 
through migration and other media, illustrated by the fact that some phrases or songs may be 
expressed in languages from other regions. This suggests that references to customs and 
practices, such as hunting animals in the forest, do not so much concern precisely those of people 
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living adjacent to the park, but rather those that have been common throughout East Africa. In 
addition, storytellers make changes on the basis of circumstances and personal preferences, and 
they may make mistakes or merge different storylines. Thus, the stories told during the three 
events should be understood in the particular context in which they were told, something which 
is further emphasized by the speeches. I interpret the ideologies in the stories as ideologies that 
may have historical roots as well as contemporary adjustments, and that continue to be circulated 
and reinscribed in the present. The reach of the stories today is rather limited however. I rarely 
heard them in the households of my host families, although people would sometimes tell stories 
for tourists. For example, during the storytelling event in Kiko, one of the storytellers 
complained that the children no longer know the stories: 
“In comparison, now there are no stories because people spend most of their time 
where? The adults in bars or, when not in a bar, they tune on their radio and even 
warn the children not to shout. “Let me listen to the news or announcements.” Others 
spend their time in sports. For example, Chelsea is playing Wigan or Arsenal. What 
is very surprising, you find a very young child and s/he can tell you all the p layers of 
Arsenal, from the first and all the line-up. Such a child can even tell you the leading 
scorer in other teams, but if you ask him/her, how many avocado trees are in your 
backyard? S/he cannot tell you because they are not aware yet they are at his/her 
home. Now generally all those things ended, so the reason why we are here is to 
remind ourselves of the past and how things were done [..].” 
During my time in the villages, I also observed the popularity of soccer among young kids, 
especially boys, but also girls, who are often enthusiastic fans of one of the British soccer clubs. 
This storyteller associated the knowing of stories and the knowing of avocado trees in the 
backyard with the past, while he associated going to the bar, listening to the rad io, and following 
sports with the present. He aimed to identify change and “to remind ourselves of the past.” This 
was one of the rare instances that I heard a villager express pride in local customs. However, as 
will become apparent throughout this chapter, the disappearance of the practice of storytelling 
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has not exactly left a void and has been replaced by other forms of education, both formal and 
informal.  
 The stories themselves often contain humans and/or personified animals, particularly 
birds, hares, turtles, leopards, lions, monkeys, and frogs. There are often tricksters, beasts, and 
beautiful characters that display or incite jealousy, cleverness, dumbness, temptation, endurance, 
etc. Birds regularly function as messengers, trying to warn people of trouble, cheaters, or 
murderers. While some of the stories have happy endings, others end abruptly and violently. 
Several stories contain a character who cuts off the finger of a beast to release the people this 
creature has eaten. Many stories conclude with a personal note that connect the storyteller to the 
story and to the present time and that identify the end of the story, for example:  
“I left when its children had grabbed it and were going to kill it, and I took off and 
passed via my mother- in- law’s banana plantation and it turned into wild bananas, 
passed via my mother- in- law millet garden and it turned into rice. It is not me who 
has finished, but the story.” 
As these characterizations already suggest, the stories contain a tremendous source of 
interpretive material. It is beyond the scope of this dissertation to provide a comprehensive 
analysis of the origins of particular components, symbols, and world views, or of social practices 
with regard to family, gender, generation, etc. I have selected three themes in the stories that are 
important for the purpose of this chapter, which I will discuss in more detail, namely (1) people’s 
relationship with the forest and wild animals; (2) people’s shifts between wealth and poverty; 
and (3) social life. These themes are not independent from each other and from other themes, but 
rather connected through localized history and sets of customs and ideologies to form larger 
cosmologies. I will also analyze the speeches and the ways people spoke about the park and 
nature conservation in response to my presence.  
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 In Kiko, one man told a rather long story which appears to be composed of two stories 
tied together. The first part discusses how a husband and wife were struggling to obtain enough 
food to feed their children. The woman used to take care of the crops while the man used to look 
for money or go hunting. When the situation turned into “famine,” the woman started going into 
the forest to gather roots and fruits.  
“Ihambaza was an old man and he married his wife called Kabagada. After some 
time they produced six children. They kept growing crops, but food was their 
problem because the crops were not giving good yields. Since the children were 
many, there was famine most of the time in this home. The woman is the one who 
would do most of the crop growing as the man go to do other things, say looking for 
money or hunting. This meant that the woman was digging alone. Later this family 
was hit by a great famine. When the famine came, the woman asked herself, “What 
should I do?” She started going to the forest to search for some food there, because 
she was aware that there is some food in the forest which was not planted by anyone, 
say wild roots and fruits and sometimes even passion fruits. These foods and fruits 
are taken there by the birds and other animals that live in the forest. So every day that 
would come, the woman would go to the forest to gather food. And when the man 
would hunt and kill an animal, then they would eat meat. There were some days 
when the woman would fail to get any food, and the man would not get any animal, 
so the whole family would go without food.” 
Then one day the woman found a pumpkin plant with many pumpkins. She picked the pumpkins, 
brought them home, and made a big meal for her husband and children. Her husband asked 
where she found the food, but she was hesitant to tell him and kept quiet. This continued for 
some time and the man kept wondering where his wife was gathering the pumpkins. One day he 
followed her and found the plant. He decided to go back there another time and then, in his 
efforts to improve the plant, he mistakenly ruined it. 
“After a short time, the man came back alone to this plant and he also picked some 
pumpkins and then decided to clear the place so that the plant would be in a safe 
place. While he was doing that, he made a mistake and cut the plant, which was 
putting on pumpkins, without knowing. Thereafter, he went back home. The 
following morning, the woman came as usual and found the whole plant dried up, 
without even a single pumpkin. The woman cried and cursed the man for what he had 
done, and confirmed that there was no one else who could have done that other than 
her own husband. With a lot of anger the woman went back home and kept quiet and 
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never said anything. Suffering came back and she had to continue with the gathering 
in the forest as the famine intensified.” 
This happened two more times with other resources the woman found in the forest. She found a 
well with milk and the man, after having followed her, mistakenly ruined it again. 
“Early the next morning, the man picked his hoe, spade, and pan, and he went. When 
he arrived at this milk well, he first cleared the bush around and then started cleaning 
it. Using his pan, he took the milk and threw it aside with an intention that the milk 
that would come next would be better than the one that had been there. He did it like 
they do for the water wells. Unfortunately, the following morning when the woman 
came back, she found the well had dried up.”  
This time she quarreled with her husband, but he apparently made the same mistake again when 
he tried to catch an animal with feces that turned into millet. He chased the animal away, and all 
the millet the wife had collected turned back into waste. This is where the second part of the 
story starts, where the husband and wife decided to move away with the children. They ended up 
at the house of a beast where, yet again, the wife proved to be very clever and outsmarted the 
beast.  
 This story suggests that the forest can be a good source of resources to fall back on in 
times of famine, as a safety net. The story also suggests that one should be careful with, and 
respectful of, such resources. The man’s attempts to improve them pointed to a certain 
greediness that ended in disaster. I would be cautious to conclude that the story points to 
traditional forms of conservation and sustainable use of resources. The story may have equally 
been designed or adjusted on the basis of Western conservation ideologies that have circulated in 
the villages around the park for decades. In addition, the storyteller had repeatedly worked as a 
research assistant in the park. However, several other stories told in other contexts contain 
mechanisms to curb or punish greediness for resources from the forest. 
 A similar story was told by a man in Nyabweya. This time, an old woman and her 
children were hit by famine. This family had never had their own garden with crops, because the 
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children did not know how to dig, and completely relied on the forest for hunting and gathering. 
One day, the old woman found an animal in the forest that helped her to get food. 
“There was an old woman with her two orphan children. At one point, they were hit 
by a strong famine. The children were hunters and that was their work. They did not 
know anything about digging; they hunted. Their old mother would go to the forest to 
look for greens. One day when she was in the forest searching for the greens because 
there was a drought. As she was walking around, she met an antelope. Her children 
had always been hunting the children of that antelope and killing them. Then the 
mother antelope met the mother of the children who had been killing the young 
antelopes. So the antelope asked the woman, “What are you looking for?” And the 
old woman replied, “I am looking for food as my children are about to die because of 
hunger.” The antelope told the woman, “For me, I have food. You have been there 
suffering my friend. Yet for me, I have food.” Then the antelope took the woman 
around and showed her lots of gardens full of cassava, Irish potatoes, pumpkins and 
many others.” 
The antelope allowed the woman to gather all the food she wanted. When the woman left, the 
antelope told her, “the problem will come from you” and “when you are coming to this forest, do 
not come with any of your sons, because they were problematic.” 
“They stayed as friends for a long time, but one day the woman decided to come to 
the forest with her young son and this son had a spear in his hand. When they reached 
in the forest, the antelope as usual welcomed the woman. When it saw the young son 
having a spear, it said, “My friend, I told you not to come with your son, so why have 
you brought him?” And the old woman replied, “It is ok. I have brought my child so 
that he can get to see how my friend is doing and what she does.” The antelope said, 
“The problem will come from you.” Later on, when the old son did not find them at 
home, he decided to follow them behind. So what happened, the old boy decided to 
spear the antelope. It jumped off and the spear ended in the old woman. She died 
instantly. Then the antelope said, “I told you that the problem will be from you.” 
Then the antelope jumped and ran very fast as the woman was dying, and the two 
children suffered from hunger for a long time.” 
Thus, once again, the resources in the forest may provide a safety net in times of hunger. 
However, the story also points to the lack of knowledge the children have of digging and praises 
the nice garden of the antelope, which suggests that people should not rely exclusively on the 
food they can hunt and gather, but also grow their own crops. Just like the man in the previous 
story, the greediness of the woman’s son ruined the family’s source of subsistence. The gender 
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roles in this regard, with the women in both stories being less greedy and more caring toward the 
resources, possibly with a longer-term vision, is striking and matches a widespread focus on 
women in many conservation and development projects active in the global south. This focus is 
largely based on the expectation that women will be more responsible toward use of resources 
and money, for example by organizations giving out loans. At the same, these projects may end 
up increasing the already tremendous burden on women, while d ismissing the responsibilities of 
men (Braidotti et al. 1994, Chant 2006, Desai 2002, Jaquette and Staudt 2006).  
 A third story, also told in Nyabweya, focused on a man who went into the forest with his 
son to hunt after famine had hit them. 
“A long time ago, there was a man who married a wife and they produced only one 
child, which was a boy. Then in that area there was a great famine. The man decided 
to go and hunt and told his son, “Please let us go and hunt. Maybe we can get 
something to eat.” So they went to the forest and hunted. They went deep in the 
forest, like in the middle of Kibale Park. When they reached there, they killed so 
many animals and heaped them there. After that, they started to prepare themselves 
so that they could start slaughtering. They even made fire. As they were preparing to 
start eating some of the roasted meat, a lion came and found them, when they had just 
made the fire and roasted the meat. It just bumped into them and they could not spear 
it because it was already with them and they were also scared. The lion told the man, 
“Now I am going to eat you. Who has allowed you to come and hunt in this forest?”” 
In this story, the lion guarded the forest and represented the dangers that people can face when 
they enter, in this case without permission. The lion told the man that the son should eat all the 
meat, and then the man should eat the son, after which the lion would eat the man. The man got 
very frightened and saw a frog. However, he “despised it as a useless thing.” The frog then 
suggested that, after they had all eaten each other, the frog would eat the lion.  
“The lion also got scared because it heard that it will also be swallowed. It started 
retreating backwards to clearly understand the frog. The frog also picked more guts 
and it repeated that, you child swallow the animals, your father swallows you, then 
the lion, and I also finally swallow the lion. After saying that, it jumped and hit the 
lion. The lion was very scared and it ran away. Then from there the man thanked the 
frog, thank you, thank you. The man and his son carried all their meat and went 
home. Ever since then, that is why you see a man cannot kill a frog.”  
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This section not only shows that small creatures can be clever and outsmart large and dangerous 
ones, but also points to respectful and friendly relationships between some people and some 
animals, as was also apparent between the women and the animals in the previous two stories. 
These animals gain a certain status after which people, or sometimes only specific groups of 
people, will no longer kill them. This is a common custom among many ethnic groups in 
Uganda, specifically through totems, as one of the UWA agents discussed during the interviews 
in Chapter 3 (see also Naughton-Treves 1999).  
 The fourth story that is relevant to this theme of people’s relationship with the forest and 
wild animals was also told in Nyabweya and also began with a family hit by famine. The 
husband was already away from the house to look for money. The wife tried everything to feed 
her son and daughter, and even cooked a blanket. Finally she took the two children into the forest 
and disappeared, leaving the children by themselves. The children walked around in the forest 
and became very thirsty. The boy wanted to drink from some stagnant water, but the girl warned 
him that lions sometimes drink from such water and he should wait. When the girl was not 
looking, the boy drank from the water and turned into a lion. The girl continued in the forest and 
sang to her brother:  
“My brother lion, my brother lion, roar slowly, my brother lion, so that the 
pastoralists do not kill you. My brother lion, never eat people’s cattle, my brother 
lion.” 
The lion replied her: 
“I am your brother. I will not eat anything. Have peace.” 
The girl bumped into some boys collecting firewood. One of them fell in love with her, took her 
home, and married her. Still, her brother the lion stayed around in the forest nearby and regularly 
roared. The people in the village where she lived started to make plans to kill the lion, so she 
sang to her brother again.  
221 
“When the neighbors heard her singing they asked her, “Is this lion your brother?” 
And she answered, “Yes.”And she told them the whole story: that they were two and 
her brother, while they were in the middle of the forest, he drunk the water that was 
drunk by the lions, and he also changed into a lion. So for those who had not heard 
the girl’s story, they all gathered and went to the forest to kill the lion. Because the 
lion had power in its forest they never killed it. Then I left the lion stabilizing and 
living in the forest.” 
This last section is somewhat ambiguous with regard to the reasons why the villagers did not or 
could not kill the lion. One reason was because the lion was the girl’s brother, but another reason 
was because the lion had power in the forest. Either way, once again, the lion is not only an 
important and powerful creature in the forest, but may also have a special relationship and 
agreement with the people around, similar to the frog and the antelope in previous stories. The 
lion would not kill the cattle and the people would not kill the lion.  
 Overall, these examples illustrate ideologies that are prevalent in the stories and possibly 
among the people in the villages surrounding Kibale National Park. Since I never followed 
people into the park on their way to harvest resources, for example under some of the resource 
use agreements, I am unable to compare these ideologies with concrete practices to determine 
whether they may guide people’s activities in the forest or interactions with wild animals. Some 
scholars suggest that, although these types of local ideologies about nature may regulate people’s 
use of natural resources, they are unlikely to meet Western science-based conservation goals 
(Banana et al. 2008, Deil et al. 2008, Lebbie & Guries 2008, Siebert 2008). Conservationists, as 
well as development agents, sometimes attempt to work through local belief systems, 
knowledge, and/or customs to promote conservation, but such attempts often fail to recognize the 
complexities of the connections between different parts, or the role of local histories and social 
dynamics (Agrawal 1995, Brosius 1997, Kelbessa 1997, Nadasdy 2003, Nazarea 2006, Siebert 
2008). In addition, recent social, political, and economic developments on national and local 
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scales have reorganized and redefined communities, making efforts to identify and apply 
indigenous practices increasingly difficult (Naughton-Treves 1999). 
 The second theme I identified in the stories concerns the ways people may shift between 
poverty and wealth, usually after being struck by misfortune or luck. An example is a story told 
by a woman in Nyabweya about a man who had three wives and many children. Whenever the 
man left to work somewhere, a boy that had been hired to take care of the animals turned himself 
into a beast and started eating the goats and cows, and even the children. The women warned the 
husband, but whenever he returned to the house, nothing happened, and they were unable to 
discover who was responsible. The husband had to return to work and again left his family and 
the boy alone. Slowly by slowly, the beast ate all the livestock and all the children and attacked 
one of the wives. The woman ended up in the hospital missing a leg, but when the husband 
returned to the home, he also got eaten by the beast, and the whole family was destroyed. This is 
where the story ends. Although the husband and wives had tried to discover the source of their 
misfortune, they were unable to find it and find a solution, thus facing disaster. This story may 
well refer to the ways famine and/or disease can strike a household, leaving few or no survivors. 
None of the characters was able to outsmart this challenge. It is unclear why the beast focused on 
the husband and his animals and children, while the women apparently survived. A more 
speculative interpretation could be that the man called the misfortune upon himself by having 
behaved badly or offended someone, after which he was targeted by witchcraft.  
 Another story told by a girl in Nyabweya was rather similar. This time a man and his wife 
had many children and many possessions. The man used to work the fields far away from home 
and, one day, a beast came to the home and asked the woman for food. The woman was afraid 
and gave the beast one of her children to eat. The beast came back several times and the woman 
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gave away her children one by one. She asked a bird to send a message to her husband to warn 
him. The bird flew around to many groups of people who were digging in the fields and sang:  
“Sabwengye, Sabwengye, come back very fast. A beast came to your home. It has 
eaten all your children. They are suffering.”  
Finally it met the man Sabwengye and, when he heard the message, he rushed home carrying 
spears, machetes, and arrows. When he arrived at home together with the bird, he asked the bird 
what he could give as a reward. The bird asked for yellow bananas and the man gave an entire 
basket full. There is no mention of an encounter between the man and the beast, but the story 
ends on a more optimistic tone than the previous one, even though all the children had been 
killed.  
 One story told in Kiko concerned a man who encountered many setbacks before he found 
his fortune. His hut was flooded by the rain and, when he went to the forest to cut poles for 
repairs, the trees were too hard and some started bleeding. He decided to go back home but he 
bumped into a funeral and decided to get some food there because he was hungry. The people 
welcomed him but then told him to do all the work for the funeral. He fetched water and 
collected firewood. Then the people buried him with the body, but he was lucky to get away 
from the grave: 
“In the past there were witches. The cannibals came and got the dead body out of the 
grave, and luckily enough Kinyomo also came out. When the cannibals saw him, 
they asked, “What were you doing inside the grave?” He replied, “I was buried with 
the dead, but I request you to take your person and leave me free to go.” The 
cannibals took their dead person and left Kinyomo to go away.” 
The man continued walking in the forest on his way home and bumped into a king and his 
servants. They asked him for help to make a fire. In order to make fire, they had to go to a nearby 
hut where there was a person. That person wanted to hear all your problems before giving you 
fire. The servants failed to convince this person that they had encountered problems, but when 
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Kinyomo spoke about all his hardships, he obtained the fire for the king. The king was very 
happy and said that Kinyomo would be his successor after his death. The story ends with 
Kinyomo becoming a rich man. While this story may praise Kinyomo’s persistence, his success 
is also based on a rather random succession of events. Overall, the three stories illustrate the 
ways people in a Ugandan village may shift between poverty and wealth, may face misfortune or 
luck. While certain character traits may play into causing or preventing these shifts, the stories 
illuminate a lack of control over beasts and events.  
 The third theme I identified in the stories concerns social life more broadly, focusing on 
anti-social behaviors such as greed, jealousy, lies, theft, and murder, and sometimes on their 
socially correct counterparts. One story told in Nyabweya revolved around a child’s greediness.  
“My story is about children who do not listen to their parents and who have glutton. 
There was a woman who had her child and they went to the forest when there was a 
famine. When they reached there, they saw a tree with fruits which were very ripe, 
and the child had a lot of glutton. When they saw it, her mother tried to climb it but 
since she was a woman she failed. Then she told her child, “You climb and keep 
throwing down as I collect and we go home very quickly.” When the child reached in 
the tree, she started picking the ripe fruits and eating from there without even giving 
her mother who was down the tree. The mother told her child, “Please get the fruits 
and we go.” But the child refused. Her mother waited for some time, until she 
decided to leave the child on top the tree.” 
The child then met a beast on her way home and the animal put the child in a bag. Then, every 
time the beast passed some people, it asked them for food and in return would let the child in the 
bag sing.  
“I was with my mother on our way home. We came across ripe fruits. My mother 
tried to climb the tree but failed. I climbed the tree and managed. Tabusingye, 
Tabusingye, give me some of the fruits. Since you don’t want to listen, you will see. ” 
Eventually, the beast unknowingly met the mother and also asked her for food. The mother heard 
her daughter sing and told the beast to fetch water so that she could cook some food. She quickly 
took her daughter out of the bag and filled it with stones instead. The beast took the stones home 
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and the story ended with a fight between the beast and his wife over the stones that broke the 
cooking pot when she poured them in.  
 Another story told in Nyabweya concerned truthfulness. The new wife of a man who 
lived with his father was left alone at home to gather cow dung. One day, a lion came and asked 
for food. She gave the lion cow dung to eat and the lion threatened her that, if she would ever tell 
anyone, it would kill and eat her. Her husband and in- laws wanted to know what was happening 
to the cow dung and she told them to invite all the relatives and make some beer before she could 
tell them the truth. This is what they did and, as soon as the woman had told everyone that the 
lion had eaten the cow dung and would also eat her, the lion started roaring in the distance. The 
people were unable to protect her and the story ended with the lion taking and eating the woman. 
Although the woman in this story was presented with an enormous dilemma between stealing 
cow dung for the lion and losing her life, she decided to take the risk and tell the truth. At the 
same time, however, the woman is not explicitly praised for doing so, leaving it ambiguous 
whether the storyteller considers the woman’s actions admirable or not.  
While some murderers in the stories were punished and killed, others got away. In one 
story told in Bigodi, a widower was looking for a new wife. The woman he approached told him 
to kill his grown daughter and then she would marry him. The man really treasured the daughter, 
but the woman insisted. One day, when the daughter was grazing cattle, the man hid in the grass 
and aimed a spear at her. A bird started to sing to warn the daughter, but she sang back, saying 
that she did not believe the bird since the father had looked after her so well. The father heard the 
daughter’s words and was unable to kill her. He went back to the woman to plead with her, but 
she insisted that he should kill the daughter. He tried again and the same thing happened. Then 
the woman advised him to tell the daughter that leaders would visit and check the community. 
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Since the pit latrine was full, they had to dig a new pit latrine. Then he would be able to kill her. 
This is what he did and when the daughter was inside the hole they were digging and he was 
standing outside, he hit her with a stone and covered the pit. After that, he married the woman. 
Once again, it is left to the listener to decide whether to condemn or approve of the father’s act. 
From these three stories, either the distinction between good and bad actions is not always 
straightforward, or good actions are not always praised, while bad actions are not always 
punished. Either way, some of the stories leave an ambiguity that may reflect day-to-day reality 
more than an idealized version that conveys clear-cut rules. The storyteller leaves some work for 
the listener to interpret and reflect on the stories.  
 In addition to the stories, the speeches provide insight into the immediate context and the 
ways the people interpreted my presence in relation to the park. I usually introduced my research 
rather generically as an aim to understand how people lived near the park. I regularly distanced 
myself explicitly from park management and conservation organizations to avoid tha t people’s 
understandings of these actors would influence their interactions with me. However, I quickly 
realized that it was impossible to control the image people created of me and the types of 
associations they made, although my relations with my host families and certain informants grew 
beyond their, and my own, preconceptions and categorized expectations. The people who gave 
speeches during the storytelling events were often people with some formal position in the 
community, such as village chairman or school headmaster, or people with a broader 
socioeconomic status. They usually had some experience collaborating with foreign and 
Ugandan conservationists, from state agents to NGO representatives, and had a relatively 
thorough knowledge of conservation goals as well as conservation-related development 
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opportunities. They had apparently appropriated conservation and development ideologies quite 
successfully, translating them to, and applying them in, local contexts.  
In Kiko, Andrew started the storytelling event with a short speech about conservation. He 
spoke about God creating the earth, the air, and the animals and then stressed the need for 
humans to take care of these things: 
“So all those things which are surrounding us it is what God gave us to take care of. 
We have to conserve them so that they are always there for us to use them and them 
to use us. For instance, land is very important we use it and it also uses us. We eat the 
animals and then we get energy. This also goes for the plants which we ea t and get 
energy. Hence we need to conserve them well and not over using them and finishing 
them off. Another example is that a farmer cannot kill a calf unless it has a problem, 
but they kill big bulls on holidays so as to sustain continuity.” 
Andrew referred to sustainable use, but he added a reciprocity in the relationship between 
humans and their environment that is uncommon in Western conservation discourses. He 
stressed that we not only use animals and plants and land, but they use us as well. Hereby he 
makes humans a part of an interconnected whole, rather than an entity separate from nature. He 
continued: 
“Then what are some of the things we are conserving? We are conserving your things 
and those of the neighbor, because what belongs to the neighbor also belongs to you. 
For instance, a neighbor’s cow is also yours because when your child falls sick it is 
you who goes there first to get the milk. We have to conserve nature. The neighbor’s 
bicycle, it is also yours because when you fall sick you go there and borrow it and it 
takes you to the health unit. So we have to conserve the natural environment and 
those things which belong to our neighbors.” 
Here Andrew tried to connect conservation ideologies to local social ideologies about solidarity, 
neighborliness, and interdependence. Andrew made no reference to the park or the forest, but 
applying this analogy, the forest would be a communal resource that can be drawn from in times 
of need. This corresponds with some of the stories that discuss people going into the forest in 
time of famine. Naughton-Treves (1997) also mentions how people may apply social ideologies 
about neighborliness to the park. As I pointed out before, she explains that people living around 
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Kibale National Park consider elephants as the state’s cattle and chimpanzees as property of 
foreign researchers. And, since the villagers can hold the owner of livestock responsible for the 
damage caused to a neighbor’s crops, they have unsuccessfully attempted to hold government 
and researchers responsible for the damage caused by “their” animals.  
 Andrew then spoke about conserving the environment and the importance of education, 
whether in school as is done today, or around the fireplace as was done in the past. In his shift to 
the stories, he moves from praising conservation to praising the courage of people in the past 
who defended their cows by killing lions.  
“Then how can we conserve the environment? We have to ensure things which are 
making us happy, like schools, which were not there in the past. People used to learn 
from different places and occasions which surround us, for example around the 
fireplace in the evening. You should remember that a long time ago people lived in 
very small huts and they would put there fire. It was around such fireplaces that the 
whole family would meet in the evening to share and tell stories, especially to the 
young generation. The stories told to the young generations revolved around telling 
the children not to be lazy, being courageous, because in the past there were many 
wild animals which would even eat human beings, like the lions, but this is just its 
hide [pointing to the lion hide on the grass]. This lion was a very brave animal and 
almost everybody feared it, but of course since there were some brave people in the 
world, some would easily kill it. These categories of people were mainly the 
Banyankore, and all those who were pastoralists especially, as they defended their 
animals. So parents could educate their children how to hunt and be courageous.” 
While Andrew had been involved in conservation education projects, his words contained no 
reference to conservation as protectionism, or as keeping a forest intact without use of natural 
resources. Thus, his shift between conservation and the killing of lions may not at all be 
contradictory.  
 Alfred, another elder who used to work for park management, gave a short speech at the 
end of the storytelling event in Kiko. He thanked Daphne and me for organizing the event and 
then spoke specifically about foreigners coming to the area to do research and to give the 
villagers advice. 
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“We people who live near the national park, we have the problems of living with 
animals and we get advice from people who come from far on how we can co-exist 
with the animals. There are people who live in forests and deserts, but they live, eat, 
and drink. So also for us in Kibale, even when we are living with these animals, we 
should not complain and say, “Why are these animals here and not in any other 
place?” That is why am grateful to people who are coming to do research on these 
things, because for us we do  not see the park as an enemy. That is why I request the 
young people and we the adults to devise means on how we can co-exist with the 
park. For example they have constructed for us a school and a health unit. Even when 
there are very little drugs in our health facility, we have it. And from these people, 
we are meeting the researchers. They also have a way how they help us, you know 
how. So I personally also add my voice to welcoming them in this area.” 
At the end of an event that aimed to highlight and reproduce local practices and knowledge, 
Alfred shifted the conversation to the current relation between people and the park, on one hand 
characterized by crop raiding animals and on the other hand by foreigners who come to the area 
to share their advice and knowledge and to provide assistance and services. Alfred implicitly 
suggested that people should accept the existence of the park and crop raiding animals and use 
the opportunities provided by the foreigners to improve the situation. He ignored the potential 
role of local knowledge.  
Shifting focus to Nyabweya, although very few foreign organizations are active in this 
parish, people are quite aware that such organizations work in Bigodi and Kiko and that villagers 
there may benefit through jobs, scholarships, and other services. I already mentioned my 
donation of books to the local school some days before the storytelling event in Nyabweya. This 
donation had raised expectations among certain people and a woman who had been present at the 
school when I brought the books organized a women’s group to perform songs and dances for 
me in the village, two days before the storytelling event. After this performance, the woman 
handed me a letter that I was instructed to read at home. The letter welcomed me and pointed to 
various problems in the area, including crop raiding elephants, people’s inability to pay for 
school fees, the absence of a nursery school, the women’s group lacking equipment and access to 
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markets for their handicrafts, and difficulties to reach hospitals and obtain medicine. In three 
locations, the letter addressed me. Firstly, referring to the lack of a nursery: “And we don’t know 
if through you this can be solved.” Secondly, referring to the lack of equipment for the women’s 
group: “Therefore, we don’t know if through you this can be successful and develop our minds.” 
And thirdly: “[..] and we don’t know if through you we can at least get help in drugs.” The letter 
was signed by various members of the group and included a recommendation signature and 
stamp from the village chairman. The requests were rather indirect. The women did not ask 
explicitly for a certain sum of money, but rather for any type of assistance I could offer in terms 
of providing equipment, advising, lobbying, or helping to “develop their minds.”  
 Somewhat like Alfred’s speech that focused on collaboration with foreigners who 
brought knowledge and services, this letter attempted to build a similar relationship with me in 
the hope that the villagers could access ways to improve their lives. Before the storytelling event, 
and again in my speech during the storytelling event, I attempted to explain to the women and 
the villagers more generally that I had limited financial resources and would be unable to make 
any more donations. The women still decided to make the presentation of their banana plant 
products at the beginning of the storytelling event and handed me another note. This note 
outlined a range of products they could make from the banana plant roughly as follows: 
-flour used to make porridge and a variety of snacks 
-male buds used to prepare difference sauces 
-fibers used to make mats, hats, ropes 
-stem fluids used to preserve the dead body 
-make fireless cooking stoves (food flasks that reduce the use of firewood) 
The note ended with a list of equipment they would like to acquire for this purpose. They asked 
me whether I could forward the note to some organization that might be able to help them access 
a market for their products. Thus, although they recognized that I would be unable to provide 
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direct financial support, they still hoped that my relationship with them and my connections with 
outside organizations could help them. Although I forwarded their note to an organization active 
in Kiko, and lobbied with different organizations to become active in Nyabweya, it is unlikely 
that this will lead to concrete result on the short term, since Nyabweya is difficult to access by 
car due to poor roads. In his speech, the headmaster referred to the women’s presentation and 
their hope for my help to access a market and stated: 
“The market for those things you are seeing is very important. This is a mandazi and 
this is roasted meat. In other countries, just one stick may be like 1000 shillings. Here 
it is just 100, which is very little money. We really know our things, how to do them, 
but we have some problems in between, and that problem is the market. If the market 
was there, we would be rich just like the Bazungu.” 
He expressed a strong desire for connectivity and progress with the Bazungu set as an example. 
Another man, who had said he would tell a story, told a story not about lions and murders, but 
about the history of the people near the park. He spoke about people cutting down the forest to 
make homes and also referred to people settling inside the protected area and later being “chased 
away.” He particularly focused on the Uganda Wildlife Authority and how this organization had 
helped the villagers. 
“We are working together and there are many good things which we are getting from 
there, the forest and UWA, and that is how we are living today. They are educating 
us on how to plant the trees in our places. They are training us to make and use fuel 
saving technologies, so that we can use less firewood, so that we can cook food in a 
short time. And they are also constructing schools for us. There is a school in 
Nyabweya down here, they constructed it for us and even plastered it and others. 
Even here in Rwenkuba, we are hopeful maybe they will do for us something also.” 
Thus, this man, who was a local government agent, aimed to focus on the positive aspects of 
living near the park and the opportunities they may have as a result, very much like Alfred and to 
some degree the women. In this process, people’s negative experiences with crop raiding and 
lack of access to forest resources are largely obscured, even though villagers expressed them 
vocally on many other occasions.  Another man, a chairman of a village in Nyabweya, also gave 
232 
a speech at the end of the event, which more explicitly referred to people’s relationship with the 
park and the benefits they may receive as a consequence, even suggesting that I would not have 
donated the books to the school if people had not been good neighbors to the park.  
“I think our school has started during the time when the park was in existence. The 
school came after the park was already established, but you can see that there is a big 
relationship between the school and the national park. We are hopeful that, 
depending on how many Bazungu will help us, this national park is going to be very 
relevant to us because you can see the assistance they are giving to us. […] You can 
even see, now they have given us the books, so we should thank God and stay with 
them well. If we were bad neighbors of the national park, they should not be happy 
with us as the neighbors of this national park. But since you people you understand 
the relevance of the national park, the forest, that is why we are being given these 
things, because we did not destroy this place.” 
Similar speeches were held in Bigodi as well, and those speaking regularly stressed that the 
villagers should be hospitable and help me wherever they could so that we could serve each 
other.  
 It is crucial to note that these speeches were given by people who had a certain formal or 
informal status in the communities who were likely less exposed to crop raiding animals, 
sometimes living quite far from the park boundary. Instead of encouraging people to attempt to 
address their problems with the park and their desire to gain certain rights with regard to park 
management and access to resources, the speeches aimed to encourage the villagers to be 
optimistic and to pursue any opportunities to develop. I suggest that these men’s attempts were 
very much like Sarah’s efforts to help villagers creating businesses on the basis of resource use 
agreements as I described in Chapter 3, and may similarly be a reproduction of class aspirations 
and neoliberal development ideologies. While these efforts are genuine, they contribute to the 
acceptance of structural factors underlying inequality and point to individual responsibility to 
overcome these obstacles. Just as people who were excluded from the resource use agreement 
negotiations would be unable to benefit, and in fact needed to become the market, not all 
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villagers living around the park have access to the benefits provided by various conservation and 
development organizations, depending on things such as accessibility of the village and the 
individuals’ social connections.  
 
4.3 Between Poverty and Wealth 
The unequal distribution of costs and benefits for people neighboring many protected areas does 
not go completely unnoticed by UWA agents and other conservationists, as is for example 
illustrated by UWA’s efforts to direct revenue sharing benefits at those households near the park 
boundary that suffer most from crop raiding. However, they consider it impossible to offset the 
losses people experience and mostly rely on the expectation that benefits will trickle down. 
When I asked a local UWA agent to identify the costs and benefits of living near a national park, 
he stated: 
“We had a long debate as to whether the benefits that the people get can offset the 
costs, and of course the answer is: no, they won’t. We try to look at these resources in 
protected areas on a global [...] as resources which should benefit all. It’s unfortunate 
that some people live very near and others live very far, and therefore those who live 
very near definitely have some costs there. But also when you look at the benefits, 
which we have talked about, they are all focusing on those people who are living 
next. The other ones are only benefiting, the people who are living far are benefiting 
indirectly from the revenue that is generated and used to make roads, to pay teachers’ 
salaries. That’s where we get the benefits. So it is very big argument of costs and 
benefits, but yes, there are costs related to conservation, which cannot be offset, 
which have not been offset by conservation.” 
He basically distinguishes between people who live near, people who live far, and the global 
community. Only people who live near experience the costs and, although they are targeted by 
several projects aiming to support them, the benefits cannot offset those costs.  
 The costs some households may experience are not just economic costs through crop 
raiding animals and lack of access to forest resources, but also emotional. People who have their 
households and/or their fields next to the boundary express a constant fear for elephants and 
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baboons, as well as for park rangers and rebels potentially hiding in the forest. Many villagers 
told me how they had to guard their crops against elephants at night and against baboons during 
the day, a task they often shared with their children who were kept away from school. People 
usually tried to chase elephants with drums and torches, calling out for help from all their 
neighbors. However, some of the elephants had grown used to the sounds and had realized that 
the people posed no real threat, making it increasingly difficult to chase them. Elephants would 
often come alone, but sometimes in larger numbers. I heard reports of up to seven elephants that 
had come out of the park into people’s fields, eating and trampling peanut plants, maize, banana 
plantations, and other crops.  
On two occasions, I went into people’s fields at night in Nyabweya at a time when 
elephants came out of the park several times a week. I used to hear people drumming and 
shouting regularly from my tent at different hours of the night. The first occasion, I simply 
walked toward the park boundary with Daphne and the father of my host family at around 10:00 
pm. When we reached there, we saw several fires lit and first found a woman with her children 
and then a larger group of family and neighbors. There were four adults and five children who 
sat near a big fire. They told us an elephant had just been there and was still hiding behind the 
eucalyptus trees marking the park boundary. We could hear its sounds and movements as it was 
trying to decide whether or not to take the risk coming out. The animal eventually left and we 
continued talking about the problems. The woman explained how difficult it was to guard the 
crops every night. She had had surgery on her ovaries and, ever since her bumpy return home 
from the hospital by boda boda [motorcycle taxi] over the dust roads, she experienced problems. 
Her husband would often sleep between the crops underneath a small shelter, but he had a 
second wife who lived in the next village, so he was not always present. This time, we left the 
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field in the middle of the night, but on a second occasion, Daphne and I accompanied a woman 
and two children who went to sleep in their fields. We took our sleeping bags and settled around 
a small fire. The night was rather uneventful, though we heard people shouting and drumming, 
apparently chasing an elephant in the distance, too far to go and assist. We talked with the 
woman for a long time as she had many questions and shared her life story. She told us that, 
every night she would skip guarding the fields, the elephants could come and destroy her harvest. 
However, she was very afraid of the elephants and had one time bumped into an e lephant in her 
field at a very short distance. After this story, Daphne and I felt quite exposed and were afraid 
that we might wake up with an elephant about to step on us. As the fire slowly died, we fell into 
a restless sleep. We left the field at 5:00 am and left the children behind to sleep some more 
before they had to go to school.  
 These field experiences, as well as many villager reports and visits to destroyed fields 
over the year, illustrated to me the emotional stress of constant vigilance and the threat of losing 
significant parts of one’s food supply. Villagers in several areas occasionally mentioned the 
option of poisoning some elephants. However, they were terrified that they might get caught and 
imprisoned. One villager who had once worked for the Forest Department mentioned that the 
Ugandan government used to allow people to shoot and kill elephants with a permit for which 
they needed to pay. He had heard that they had started selective culling in South Africa and 
wondered if it should also be done in Kibale National Park, since the elephant population 
appeared to have grown quite significantly. Such a measure seems rather unlikely in Uganda, 
especially as information on elephant populations, genetic composition, and migration patterns is 
still relatively meager. While the elephants were particularly intimidating and posed a big burden 
by coming at night, baboons also formed a tremendous challenge. Baboons move around in large 
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troops, often between 30 and 60 individuals that would scatter in an area, often into smaller 
groups. While they can be chased rather easily with some determination and a stick, the males 
can be quite scary due to their large size and canines. Villagers often say that baboons do not fear 
women, because the women are more hesitant when they try to chase them. I heard of one 
instance where a man was bitten by a baboon and had gone to the hospital. The biggest nuisance 
about baboons is probably that they are clever and persistent. As I lived with a family in Bigodi 
who had their compound adjacent to the park, the baboons would wait just behind the park 
boundary until they saw an opportunity to steal food. This family could never leave the home 
without at least one person to chase the baboons from their kitchen, their fruit trees, and their 
adjacent garden. This meant that the husband and wife could not work in their other gardens 
together when the children were at school. I heard regular stories about baboons breaking into 
locked kitchens. Although baboons are considered vermin and can thus be legally killed outside 
the park boundary, few villagers were aware of this possibility. Besides, the baboons were 
present in large numbers, were difficult to catch or kill without suitable equipment, and could 
easily hide behind the park boundary. 
Most subsistence households living around the park face particular challenges gaining 
access to money to pay for health care and school-related expenses. They may sell part of their 
harvests for this purpose. I knew that some of my host families had taken out loans from 
wealthier members of the village. Others formed small banking groups that pooled their savings 
and handed it to one of the members after it had reached a certain amount, rotating from member 
to member. I also knew of some groups that purchased one or more pigs together and would 
distribute the piglets among the members. Of course the best strategy to get a reliable source of 
income would be to get a job, often as a teacher or a nurse. Many families highly valued 
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education for their children for this reason. However, the quality of education at many rural 
schools is not guaranteed and I heard many reports of missing teachers and overcrowded 
classrooms. Children and teenagers easily drop out of primary and secondary school because 
their parents are unable to afford uniforms, boarding school, and other fees, but also because of 
boredom and unplanned pregnancies. While many households face challenges gaining access to 
sources of income, others benefit significantly from the existence of the park though 
scholarships, employment, and sale of products. When it comes to the distribution of benefits, 
spatial patterns are particularly crucial. Although revenue sharing money is distributed in all 
parishes neighboring the park, other benefits are highly concentrated in Kiko and Bigodi, near 
the research and tourist stations in the park respectively. This is where the researchers hire 
villagers as assistants, cooks, and cleaners; where UWA hires tourist guides; where foreign NGO 
projects become active; and where villagers interact with foreigners on a regular basis.  
I want to briefly examine the tourism-related developments in Bigodi, where the influx of 
money into the community is possibly higher than anywhere else around the park, to sketch the 
contrast between poverty and wealth. In the early 1990s, the Ugandan government started to 
develop a tourist site called Kanyanchu inside the park adjacent to Bigodi Parish, supported by 
donor funding and soon offering accommodation and guided tours by foot into the park to track 
the chimpanzees and other primates. This is also the time when Frontier and Peace Corp 
Volunteers from the UK and the US arrived in the area to assist in this process. One Peace Corp 
Volunteer aimed to investigate tourism opportunities in Bigodi Parish, particularly in the village 
of Bigodi, and ended up initiating many of the key tourism projects that continue to exist today 
(Lepp 2004 2008, Siemann 1995, Tinka 2007). He observed how the other volunteers would 
regularly spend time on the side of the Fort Portal-Kamwenge Road between Bigodi village and 
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Kibale National Park, where the road cut through a swamp harboring eight primate species and 
over 200 bird species. He imagined how the swamp could attract the tourists visiting the chimps 
in the park to also visit the neighboring villages. When he tried to convince villagers of his ideas, 
he met opposition, suspicion, and confusion. Many villagers thought the volunteer and the other 
Bazungu coming into the area were plotting to steal their land. The Peace Corps Volunteer 
working in Bigodi managed to convince a small group of six well educated elite villagers to 
work with him by talking about the opportunities that tourism could bring to the area (Lepp 
2004:95-96). They created the Kibale Association For Rural and Economic Development 
(KAFRED), which soon began to recruit new members among the villagers and to prepare the 
swamp for the influx of tourism with solid pathways. KAFRED worked with the local 
government to turn the swamp into a community-managed sanctuary. Although the beginnings 
were bumpy, KAFRED managed to attract increasing numbers of tourists and developed several 
projects, such as the women’s group selling baskets, necklaces, and other crafts; the peanut 
butter project selling peanut butter locally and in shops throughout the country; and the music, 
dance, and drama group performing songs, dances, and plays for tourists and for local people. 
The women’s crafts group also ran a canteen in Kanyanchu where they sold drinks, food, a nd 
crafts to the tourists inside the park.  
In 1993, KAFRED used revenue from tourism to build a secondary school in Bigodi. The 
organization also attracted interest from the North Carolina Zoo through the Uganda and North 
Carolina International Teaching for the Environment (UNITE) program, which involved a school 
exchange program through which several Ugandan teachers and KAFRED committee members 
went on exchange visits to the US. In 2002, KAFRED received a US$ 30,000 grant from the 
UNDP Global Environment Facility Small Grants Program to document the history and 
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experience of the organization and to initiate several other new activities. The number of visitors 
to the swamp had grown from 1,195 in 1994 to 2,373 in 2006 (Tinka 2007:37). KAFRED’s 
approach to keep recruiting new members among the villagers and to invest revenue in 
community projects, such as the secondary school, were effective in gaining wide support and in 
distributing benefits. In addition, the swamp was not completely off bounds for harvest ing of 
natural resources. In 1996, KAFRED members had organized a participatory planning workshop 
to define bylaws for the area. This workshop involved KAFRED members, heads of homesteads 
neighboring the wetland, local councils, including women leaders and district officials, who 
collectively created lists of do’s and don’ts (Tinka 2007:10-11). The do’s include for example: 
water harvesting, collecting firewood (only dead wood), ecotourism, collecting medicinal herbs, 
gathering edible mushrooms, harvesting weaving materials, gathering fruits, and bee keeping. 
The don’ts include for example: individual ownership of the wetland and demarcations, digging 
trenches to drain the wetland, burning for agriculture, hunting, or any other purpose, farming in 
the wetland, cutting down trees, massive collection of papyrus, e.g. for thatching roofs, and 
garbage disposal. Many villagers proudly talk about the developments in Bigodi on the basis of 
tourism and point to the houses made of cement with iron roofs that replaced mud houses with 
grass-thatched roofs. As Lepp (2004:165-169) points out, “tourism in Bigodi means natural 
resource conservation in order to attract Bazungu who bring the money and ideas on which 
development depends.” In other words, conservation is a tool towards development.  
However, the tourism-related developments in Bigodi have not led to improvements for 
everyone. The swamp is an area that connects two sides of the park, enclosing four villages 
between the swamp and the park: Muhango, Nyabubale, Nkingo, Kyabakwerere. These villages 
are exposed to crop raiding animals from multiple sides, with elephants and monkeys coming 
240 
from the park, and monkeys coming from the swamp. KAFRED works to develop techniques to 
fight crop raiding and examines the possibility of the planting of buffer crops such as tea. 
KAFRED also provides small loans of Ushs 100,000 (US$ 42) to people neighboring the swamp 
boundary to set up shops or other projects. As a result of these activities and KAFRED’s 
investment of revenue in the secondary school, villagers tend to have a more positive attitude 
toward KAFRED than toward UWA, even though it is the park that brings most tourists into the 
area (Lepp 2004:161-162). Still, KAFRED is unable to completely avoid an unequal distribution 
of benefits in the community. People living in the village of Bigodi benefit the most, while those 
living in the adjacent villages that also neighbor the park, face more obstacles accessing direct 
benefits. In addition, since many families neighboring the park and the swamp keep their 
children home to guard the crops, these children often leave primary school and are unable to 
attend the new secondary school in the area.  
 This situation creates a tension for individuals who benefit directly from the 
commodification of nature through tourism as they become confronted with individuals who 
experience negative consequences. This can easily lead to moral dilemmas as the one I observed 
when I took a “swamp walk” in Bigodi during my first months in Uganda in 2006. I had decided 
to experience my field site from the perspective of a tourist for the day. My guide, Margaret, did 
not look much like the typical nature guide with the typical green uniform at all. She was a 
young woman in her twenties from Bigodi village, dressed colorfully, following urban-style 
fashion. She wore flip flops instead of the usual bulky rubber boots, since the swamp was not so 
muddy in the dry season. Only her binoculars symbolized an interest in wildlife. Margaret, who 
had worked as a guide for several years, was very knowledgeable about the animal and plant 
species in the swamp. We saw birds and monkeys everywhere and they were not very shy. Based 
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on my training in biology and my interest in photography, I really enjoyed the tour and was 
excited about the great picture opportunities.  
The pathways also functioned as the sanctuary boundary, separating swamp from 
agricultural fields. On the right hand side I could see the forest and papyrus fields and on the left 
hand side the banana trees and maize plants. Villagers had built little huts where they stayed 
during most of the day to guard their crops from animals, mostly monkeys that would boldly take 
advantage of the abundant food (figure 4.1). Suddenly we bumped into a troop of baboons. They 
were many and they were sitting right on the path. I drew out my camera and started taking 
pictures (figure 4.2). Margaret seemed a little impatient. She grabbed a stick and soon began to 
make sounds and gestures to chase the animals away. In my role as tourist, biologist, and 
photographer, I was disappointed that she ruined my chances for a good picture of a baboon in 
the wild. As an anthropologist, however, I realized that she intimately knew the damage these 
baboons can cause to one’s food supply and wanted to spare that fate to the people working the 
land nearby. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 4.1: A guarding hut adjacent to Bigodi 
Wetlands Sanctuary. 
Figure 4.2: The baboons along the pathway of 
Bigodi Wetlands Sanctuary. 
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Margaret and I both experienced situated moral dilemmas when we encountered baboons on the 
pathway. Margaret was conflicted between fulfilling her role as guide for foreign tourists who 
pay her to see wildlife and expect her to behave in a certain way, and her role as local villager 
showing social solidarity in the constant battle against crop raiding animals. I was conflicted 
between my role as anthropologist trying to understand the problems people experience living 
around protected areas, and my role as wildlife tourist with an elite approach to the ways in 
which nature should be made accessible to her. Faced by baboons on the pathway, Margaret’s 
reflex told her to grab a stick, and mine told me to grab my camera. Although Margaret 
expressed solidarity with her neighbors, the distribution of socioeconomic benefits associated 
with research and tourism in the park, and the circulation of conservation and development 
ideologies through schools and NGOs, may contribute to increasing class segregation and 
possibly undermine such solidarity.  
 However, the question remains whether KAFRED and the people of Bigodi Parish will 
keep up and expand the levels of benefits they gain from the tourist industry and to adjust to the 
ways tourism has developed in the area. Since the early 1990s, tourist facilities have slowly 
expanded and attracted outside investors, Ugandans and foreigners, who set up lodges. The 
budget lodging in Kanyanchu was replaced when UWA granted a concession to a Ugandan who 
opened the newly constructed Primate Lodge in 2007. In 2008, at least three other operating 
lodges existed in Bigodi Parish: The Chimps’ Nest, Kibale Forest Camp, and Safari Hotel. The 
first two were owned by foreigners. The Chimps’ Nest had very recently been constructed and 
the Kibale Forest Camp had recently changed owners and was being revived. The Safari Hotel 
had been around since 1993 and was owned by a local villager. While the Primate Lodge, the 
Chimps’ Nest, and the Kibale Forest Camp offered a range of accommodation types between 
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budget and high-end, the Safari Hotel offered budget lodging. On one hand, the outside investors 
have brought more tourists into the area and often rely on local products, but on the other hand 
they compete with accommodation, products, and services offered by locals. For example, 
between 2006 and 2008, UWA forced the women’s group to abandon the canteen and their craft 
shop in Kanyanchu which were replaced by the Primate Lodge restaurant and by a new craft 
shop apparently managed by UWA. In addition, these developments have marked a shift in the 
type of tourism in the area through efforts by UWA and the lodge owners to attract tour operator 
clients, i.e. the wealthier tourists. KAFRED primarily attracted the type of tourists easily 
adaptable to local conditions: “Such tourists stay at locally owned hotels, eat local food, and 
even shop for supplies in the trading center” (Lepp 2004:197). Together, the relatives and friends 
of foreign residents in Uganda, and the volunteers, interns, and researchers, accounted for 75% 
of people who took the swamp walk in 2007/2008 (Ballering 2008:46). UWA’s increased prices 
for chimp tracking have discouraged these types of independent travelers, and the influx of tour 
operator tourists poses challenges to the modest facilities offered at KAFRED’s visitor’s center 
(KAFRED 2008). While the changes possibly present opportunities for KAFRED and for 
tourism in Bigodi more broadly, the villagers will need to adapt in order to defend and reclaim 
their niche.  
Lepp (2004) concludes that capital leakage for Bigodi is minimal because of local 
ownership of the swamp, avoiding that tourism revenues accumulate elsewhere in Uganda or 
abroad. However, he also characterizes tourism in Bigodi as Bazungu-dependent with villagers 
orienting towards an external locus of control, or “the belief that what happens in life is largely 
independent of one’s own actions” (172). In other words, tourism development in Bigodi was 
initiated by a Peace Corp Volunteer and driven by a range of foreign projects and other input. 
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Lepp situates this in a broader historical and political framework, including the relation between 
people and the park:  
“The belief that the world is governed by politically unresponsive powerful others is 
also a powerful theme in Bigodi. This is reinforced by the park’s lack of a response 
to crop raiding. In the past, when people could hunt they had much more control over 
protecting their crops. With hunting banned, efforts to solve the problem have relied 
on the park staff and political channels. As previous discussion has revealed, the 
universal perception in Bigodi is that the park is unresponsive to the needs of local 
farmers.” (Lepp 2004: 173) 
Due to this Bazungu-dependency, Lepp suggests that tourism in Uganda may stagnate if 
outsiders fail to inject new ideas. He stresses the absence of new developments since the 
departure of the Peace Corps Volunteer and predicts that attitudes about tourism might turn into 
frustration and irritation as long as villagers fail to internalize control. This is particularly evident 
in light of more recent developments since Lepp’s study in 2002-2003. 
 
4.4 Conservation Internalized? 
Based on the data I presented in this chapter, I argue that people living around Kibale National 
Park are most strongly exposed to, and contribute to the reproduction of, four conservation 
ideologies, namely the traditional utilitarian ideology about nature, the aesthetic conservation 
ideology, the community-based conservation ideology, and the neoliberal conservation ideology, 
the latter three of which are institutional ideologies I also discussed in previous chapters. With 
the traditional utilitarian ideology, I refer to the ideology reproduced by the stories, revolving 
around the socially regulated use of resources. With the aesthetic conservation ideology, I refer 
to the focus on the beauty of nature underlying the creation of national parks and particularly 
reinforced by tourism. The aesthetic and community-based conservation ideologies are promoted 
by UWA, as well as by various conservation education programs around the park. The neoliberal 
conservation ideology is not only prominent in various UWA programs, but also in the 
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promotion of conservation for tourism, or the commodification of nature for the purpose of 
development, especially in Bigodi Parish. Although not each individual villager will have an 
intimate knowledge and understanding of all four ideologies, and their c irculation varies 
spatially, villagers negotiate rather complex ideological landscapes. They may well shift the 
application of moral frameworks between interactions with different actors, as well as within one 
conversation.  
 While the practice of storytelling is disappearing, villagers around Kibale National Park 
have been exposed to conservation education through programs in schools, churches, and other 
places of gathering, particularly as funded by international donors and NGOs and executed by 
foreigners and Ugandans. For example, the Kibale Tree Planting Project organized conservation 
education activities in schools in Kiko and beyond between 1984 and 1993. This project was 
coordinated and carried out by a European woman and several Ugandan employees. In addition, 
most schools around the park are members of Wildlife Clubs of Uganda, based in Kampala and 
funded by USAID and other donors. The Kibale and Semliki Conservation and Development 
Project supported and advised various wildlife clubs and music, dance, and drama groups to 
stimulate conservation education. More recently, in 2007, the Jane Goodall Institute published 
teacher’s guides to integrate environmental education into the Uganda primary school 
curriculum. Some companies also get involved in conservation education as a “greening” 
strategy, to improve their public image. While I was in the field in 2008, HIMA cement obtained 
permission to mine for limestone in Queen Elizabeth National Park, just on the other side of the 
Kibale National Park boundary to the south. HIMA also started Green Schools Projects in 
schools around the park through which the company donated tree seedlings and other materials. 
Overall, these are some prominent examples of conservation education activities targeting people 
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living around Kibale National Park, some of which were or are active throughout the country. In 
this section, I particularly want to examine the ways school children and music, dance, and 
drama groups may appropriate and reproduce the promoted conservation ideologies.  
 
4.4.1 Wildlife Clubs of Uganda 
During one of my visits to a primary school, I encountered a brochure with the title “How to start 
and run a wildlife club,” directed at interested students. This brochure defines a wildlife club as 
“a group of people who have joined together to share their common interest in wildlife including 
its habitat, and carry out activities that promote wildlife conservation.” Students can form groups 
and register with the Wildlife Clubs of Uganda Secretariat for Ushs 5,000 (US$ 2) per year, for 
which they can gain access to the following benefits: “two copies of Wildlife Magazine twice a 
year; two copies of Wildlife Newsletter four times a year; workshops and courses for club 
leaders; trips for club members to national parks; invitation to wildlife clubs rallies; visit by the 
Education and Information Unit; wildlife materials, such as pictures, fact sheets, and film and 
video shows; and a membership identity card.” Club activities can include educating other 
people about wildlife conservation, visiting conservation areas or carrying out conservation 
activities for “recreation and appreciation,” and study. More concrete suggestions in the brochure 
include setting up and maintaining a notice board, a library, and a museum, organizing 
competitions, labeling trees, starting a tree nursery, setting up a bird bath for bird watching, 
organizing local field trips, inviting speakers, corresponding with other wildlife clubs, and 
organizing film shows. Wildlife Clubs of Uganda encourages children to engage in conservation 
education among local people, which is illustrated by the statement that one reason to start a 
wildlife club could be “to teach the local people how they can exploit natural resources – forests, 
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swamps, rivers, and land – wisely for sustainable use.” This encourages a generational reversal 
where the knowledge acquired by children in school becomes valued more than elders’ 
experience.  
 The conservation ideologies promoted by the Wildlife Clubs of Uganda are strongly 
aesthetic and community-based, focusing on local participation in institutional conservation 
efforts, but may be in tension with local realities such as crop raiding. I encountered one example 
of such tensions when a child of my host family in Bigodi handed me the 2008 wildlife clubs 
newsletter. This newsletter contained an article written by a “nature reporter” about one of the 
schools in Busiriba Parish, neighboring Bigodi Parish and also neighboring the park. Whether 
the “nature reporter” was a student, an employee of the Wildlife Clubs of Uganda, or someone 
else, is unclear, but the message conveyed to the reader contains no doubts and focuses 
exclusively on the beauty of nature. The writer explains how the Kiyoima Primary School is 
located only 200 meters from Kibale National Park and makes the following statement: 
“If your school was located in such a beautiful environment, would this splendor 
inspire you to take a stand for nature, or would you act cowardly and join those who 
are bent on desecrating this irreplaceable heritage?”  
“The pupils wear green uniforms, which blend so beautifully with nature. It makes 
them look like nature’s brothers and sisters.” 
“The pupils also boast of having a rare visitor to their vicinity - elephants that come 
out of the park to feed! If you’re in Kampala, an elephant is something you probably 
only see on television and in magazines. On the contrary most pupils in Kiyoima may 
never have seen a television at all, but they can boast of having seen the big brother!” 
Although the article explicitly talks about elephants coming out of the park to feed, it remains 
silent on the fact that they feed on people’s crops and that many children are unable to attend 
school because they have to guard the family’s fields. The writer may sincerely be unaware of 
these facts, but the article illuminates an emerging segregation between those people who can 
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afford to only look at the beauty of wild animals and those who experience their destructiveness 
on a daily basis. 
 In the summer of 2008, one of the wildlife clubs in Bigodi Parish organized a 
performance for the school and for some foreign visitors, and allowed me to record their songs, 
poems, and dances for research purposes. Although many of the songs have been written by one 
of the teachers, some have been co-written or written by the students, while the poems have been 
written by the students themselves. The performance was composed of nine songs in English, 
seven poems in English, and the traditional dances for the Bakiga and the Batoro. The first three 
songs were welcoming songs for the visitors, while the last song was a farewell song. Here I 
want to analyze three songs and two poems (not in the order in which they were performed) to 
illustrate a connection between aesthetic and community-based conservation ideologies on one 
hand and development ideologies on the other, with the children reproducing perspectives on the 
environment that are usually associated with progress, consumption, and in this case also with 
nationalism. The following song focuses on disappearing nature, blaming humans and 
overconsumption, and asking God for forgiveness: 
“Plants are disappearing. Animals are running away. Environments are appealing for 
man and protection.  
God forgive us. x3 God forgive us all. 
Animals have run away. Elephants have done same. Cheetahs are asking us. 
Monkeys have done the same.  
Where do they go? That remains a question mark. Where do they stay when there is 
fire? 
Plants are disappearing. Animals are running away. Environments are appealing for 
man and protection.  
God forgive us. x3 God forgive us all. 
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We have overused power which the Lord gave. We have overused nature and 
forgotten all. What will children say? What will angels say? What will God say? 
When there is running fire? 
Plants are disappearing. Animals are running away. Environments are appealing for 
man and protection. 
God forgive us. x3 God forgive us all. 
God forgive us. x3 God forgive us all.” 
Not denying the possibility that these children may observe a diminishing natural environment, 
they also observe large and in some cases locally increasing populations of wild animals, 
especially elephants and monkeys. The level of responsibility taken by village children in 
Uganda for overuse and environmental degradation appears rather excessive when looking at 
consumption patterns and ecological footprints on a global scale3. Another song draws from the 
community-based conservation ideology to focus on potential solutions and connects these 
solutions to national unity:  
“Planting trees fellow Ugandans let us forget the differences.  
Planting trees fellow Ugandans let us come together in the eyes of God.  
Together, together, together forever let us forget the differences.  
Together, together, together forever let us come together in the eyes of God.” 
“Planting trees” gets replaced by the following activities in multiple repetitions of these phrases: 
“conserve birds,” “conserve soil,” “conserve forests,” “conserve swamps,” “conserve nature,” 
and again by “planting trees.” This song illustrates how villagers appropriate the community-
based conservation ideology, particularly the toned-down conditional version as implemented 
and promoted by most state and non-state conservation organizations, emphasizing the ways 
villagers may help implement and support institutional conservation rather than identifying 
                                                                 
3
 In 2007, the average ecological footprint of low-income countries was 1.2 global hectares per capita, while that of 
high-income countries was 6.1 global hectares per capita (Global Footprint Network 2010). One global hectare is a 
measurement of the average biocapacity of all hectare measurements of any biologically productive areas on the 
planet. 
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potentials for improving livelihoods and for the incorporation of local perspectives on nature. 
The following song further expresses a sense of national pride, particularly praising natural 
features as national heritage: 
“Uganda my homeland in Africa. Evergreen equatorial region. One man under one 
nation. Oh Uganda my home. x2 
In Uganda we conserve wetlands e.g Magombe swamp, […]. You are welcome.  
Oh Uganda my home. 
Uganda my homeland in Africa. Evergreen equatorial region. One man under one 
nation. Oh Uganda my home. x2 
In Uganda we have national parks, e.g Kibale National Park is a home of wild 
animals. 
Oh Uganda my home. 
Uganda my homeland in Africa. Evergreen equatorial region. One man under one 
nation. Oh Uganda my home. x2 
In Uganda we have types of soil, types of physical features e.g Mt. Rwenzori, Lake 
Victoria, river Nile. 
Oh Uganda my home. 
Uganda my homeland in Africa. Evergreen equatorial region. One man under one 
nation. Oh Uganda my home. x2” 
Two poems focus on symbols of modernity, namely zoos and traffic lights. In the first poem, the 
student talks about the aesthetics of animals in the zoo, even though she lives next to a national 
park with the only zoo in the country located in Entebbe, roughly a 5-6 hour car drive away.  
“I have come to tell a poem about, at the zoo.  
What did you like at the zoo?  
The elephant with its little tail, and its trunk like a long hand, and ears that flap, flap, 
flap.  
And the crested crane with its colorful crown, a really beauty, the emblem of Uganda 
that flies, flap, flap, flap.  
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And the ostrich too with its long naked neck and two thin legs, lifting a feathery body 
that fly, flap, flap, flap. 
Here ends my poem.” 
The teacher responds to her poem by clarifying to the audience: “For us we go to the Kibale 
National Park. There is no zoo around. So we just go to Kibale National Park to see reality.” 
However, the fact remains that the girl refers to a zoo, apparently connecting the enjoyment of 
animals’ beauty with their captivity in urban settings. Another student similarly invoked an urban 
environment: 
“I have come here to present to you a poem about safety on the road.  
People on the road. Every day all the time.  
Motorists and cyclists on the road. 
Pedestrians walking along the road, safety is important for all. 
For the sake of the safety on the road, red tells you to stop, orange tells you to wait, 
green signals that you can move. 
You and I should make sure that we are safe.  
Cross along the zebra crossing where you can.  
Avoid speeding and alcohol, because both lead to death. 
We should take care on the road, respect other road users as well, remembering that 
accidents are the sadness that we fall.  
Here ends the poem. God bless you.” 
While Bigodi Parish is crossed by an important road that connects Fort Portal and Kamwenge 
where traffic is relatively intense and potentially dangerous, it is a dirt road and there are no 
traffic lights and zebras. I suggest that the last two poems reflect the students’ desire for progress 
and modernity, for a lifestyle in which humans and nature are neatly separated. The students 
remind of the cosmopolitan Indonesian nature lovers as described by Tsing: “Some nature lovers 
come from rural backgrounds, but, whether urban or rural, they make themselves urbanites by re-
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learning nature as an object of modern technology, international standards of training, and 
transcendent romance.” (2005:135).  
The conservation education programs are quite successful in that children reproduce 
aesthetic and community-based conservation ideologies. However, they become connected to 
development ideologies that have become particularly prominent in Bigodi where benefits from 
tourism has created a sense of opportunity, expectations, and even euphoria (Ballering 2008, 
Lepp 2004). Students, and many people in Bigodi Parish and around the park more generally, 
implement these types of discourses in different ways, but one particularly prominent activity is 
tree planting. The planting of trees is a relatively easy and uncontroversial activity through which 
an individual can identify with these broader ideologies. However, people may experience 
tensions between these ideologies and their local realities as I pointed out on the basis of the 
newsletter praise of elephants. Those villagers who live further from the park boundary and who 
are able to benefit from the park or have other opportunities to accumulate wealth are 
increasingly unlikely to recognize those tensions, reproducing the linkage between aesthetic and 
community-based conservation with class privilege. 
 
4.4.2 Music, Dance, and Drama Groups 
During my time in the field, I attended and recorded the performances of two music, dance, and 
drama groups in Kiko and Bigodi. These groups, composed primarily or exclusively of adult 
women, regularly perform for tourists and/or for villagers. The songs and plays I recorded were 
all performed in the local languages, Rutoro and Rukiga, and thus aim to convey information to 
local people. In most cases, the texts were composed by the group members and/or o ther 
villagers, although it is not impossible that representatives of UWA, the KSCDP, or other 
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organizations have directly influenced or contributed to this process. While there are many 
parallels between the wildlife club’s songs and poems and the music, dance, and drama groups’ 
songs and plays, there are also important differences. For the wildlife clubs, aesthetic and 
community-based conservation ideologies appear as markers of development and national unity. 
For the music, dance, and drama groups, these ideologies are tools to achieve development and 
national unity. For example, the Kiko group sang the following song: 
“All the people of Uganda let us be creative, please conserve the environment for the 
good of our country.  
Old women and men, let us conserve the environment, so that our country can 
develop. 
Boys and girls, let us conserve the environment, so that our country can develop.  
We should protect our forests, let us work hard and conserve the environment, so that 
our country can develop.  
We should protect our animals, let us work hard and conserve the environment, so 
that our country can develop.  
We should protect our trees.  
Listen, Ugandans.  
Listen, you who want peace for our country.  
Listen, environmentalist. What is environmental conservation?  
The elephants, other animals, and the wonderful chimpanzees that you see.  
Oh the birds attract everyone. What can you say about the trees? They give us 
shelter. They are used for building your house that you stay in, and they will build 
your last house. 
All that is as a result of conservation. The beads I wear them on my wrist and the 
wonderful watch.4 
Let us all join hands and conserve the environment. They are all gifts from God. 
                                                                 
4
 With the beads, the song may refer to the beads some women make from recycled paper to sell to tourists. 
However, since this would not explain the watch, it is also possible that it refers to jewelry more generally and the 
fact that people can afford it due to conservation. 
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Secondly we should work hard to conserve the environment, so that our country can 
develop. 
Thirdly we should work hard to conserve the environment, so that our country can 
develop.” 
Much like the wildlife club’s songs, this song invokes aesthetic and community-based 
conservation ideologies (e.g. “wonderful chimpanzees” and “we should work hard”). However, 
while the wildlife club’s songs connect conservation with national pride and national heritage, 
this song directly connects conservation with the possibility to develop the country. At the same 
time, this song draws from the traditional utilitarian ideology when it refers to trees used for 
building homes and coffins, something both groups do various times, especially with regard to 
hunting. Although the singers and listeners may not perceive any contradictions, the song 
certainly proposes complex connections between conservation, development, and use of natural 
resources, the balance between which shifts in different contexts. A similar song was sung in 
Bigodi, but focusing more concretely on local history and pointing to specific highlights while 
erasing the 1992 evictions, even though these evictions have involved and affected many people 
in Bigodi.  
“Let us tell you what concerns our forest.  
The forest of Kibale, our forest.  
In the year 1932 that is when the forest of Kibale began.  
In the year 1970, they started to find out its importance.  
In the year 1988, that is when they started to look after it.  
In the year 1991, that is when it was called a tourist attraction.  
In the year 1993, that is when it became for nature conservation. 
Up to now it is well known as Kibale our forest.  
There is a lot that attracts visitors.  
There are 250 tree species.  
There are different types of animals.  
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Our forest is useful.  
We thank the people who work in the forest.  
They have tried to teach us to conserve the environment.  
We planted trees, now we have rain.  
We planted passion fruits, and now we are counting money.  
We built stoves which use less firewood. 
For us, the people of Bigodi, we are ok. x2 
Now we want to let the Ugandans know that nature conservation is important.  
Let us continue working together.  
We should conserve our environment very well.  
We are asking all of the people who are here.  
When you leave this place and go back to your homes, each one of you should plant a 
tree, and that tree will benefit you.” 
The song also focuses on the ways conservation contributes to development, and makes 
connections with nationalism (“Ugandans”) and global connectivity (“tourist attraction,” 
“visitors,” and “the people who work in the forest”). Thus, the songs form moral quilts, drawing 
from, and combining, a range of conservation and development ideologies, leaving tensions 
unexamined. 
Such tensions, particularly between conservation ideologies and traditional utilitarian 
ideologies, become especially apparent in the plays. The group in Kiko performed one play and 
the group in Bigodi two. Two of the plays are rather similar since they concern villagers who 
plot to go into the park to hunt for meat and/or to cut trees for building poles. In both cases, the 
villagers are caught by officials. I will describe the play performed by the Kiko group, with all 
roles performed by women. A woman announced the play as follows, already suggesting the 
focus on the aesthetic exclusionary conservation ideology and the traditional utilitarian ideology: 
“Our dear visitors we will show a play that is about going to the park to poach. People go to the 
park to poach which is not allowed.” The play starts with a husband and wife at home early in 
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the morning. The man is leaving and asks the wife what she is doing. She states: “I was 
organizing dinner so that the children may not cry.” The husband is being vague about his 
destination so early in the morning, but before he leaves he asks how the children slept, which is 
followed by a short exchange:   
Woman: “They slept well apart from one who had stomach ache.”  
Man: “Do not worry my wife. The children will no longer have a watery stool. I am 
going to get for them good meat.” 
Woman: “Where will you get the meat from?” 
Man: “I will buy it from behind there.” 
The man meets with a friend and explains he is planning to go to the park.  
Man2: “To the park! Are you going to ask for a job?” 
Man: “I have a plan to go to the park to get meat.” 
Man2: “You’ll be arrested.” 
Man: “The animals have finished our crops.” 
Man2: “But you’ll be arrested, so how are we going to do that?” 
Man: “Let us go to the other old woman’s place so that she can give us the thing. ” 
Man2: “The old woman can do it.” 
This beginning of the play shows many parallels with the stories from the storytelling events. A 
family is experiencing hunger and decides to go into the forest to find something to eat. Except, 
this time, the hunger is caused not by drought, but by crop raiding animals. And this time, the 
danger in the forest is not presented by lions or other beasts, but by the threat of being arrested. 
They are planning to look for spiritual protection and assistance through the old woman, but first 
they need money to pay her. The first man has a small sum of money and the second man goes 
back to his wife to get some money as well. However, the wife initially refuses to give him the 
money because it is intended for the children. They quarrel and negotiate and eventually she 
gives the money to the husband. Before the play proceeds with the two men going to visit the old 
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women, it shifts to a meeting in the village. The village leader states: “Today we have a meeting 
with all the ladies concerning how we can conserve nature.” Several men were supposed to 
attend as well, but they find excuses and leave. The leader explains that a visitor is coming, in 
response to which the women become very vocal and one of them asks: “If they are coming, 
what will they bring for us?” The leader asks them to be quiet and listen and “please behave 
yourselves.” The women agree.  
Leader: “Okay so the guest of honor has just arrived. Let him explain to you what is 
going on. He knows them better. Let us begin with the word of prayer Mrs. 
Byakutaga pray for us.” 
Woman: “Lord our father we pray that at this time we are going to have visitors and 
that the elephants will not bother us thank you Lord.” 
The visitor tells the women to: “conserve nature, do not kill the elephants, do not kill chimps.” 
The women again become very vocal and complain about crop raiding elephants. The visitor 
responds: “If you kill them, you will be arrested.” This marks the end of the meeting, and the 
women leave in anger. It is unclear whether “the visitor” is a representative of UWA, a foreign 
conservationist, or someone else, but when one of the women asks “what will they bring for us?” 
she appears to ask how the visitor will help them to compensate for the crop raiding.  
 In the meantime, the two men arrive at the old woman’s house. The woman is with her 
granddaughter. She is holding a pipe and her head is covered with fresh branches with leaves. 
She has a dried calabash and is weaving something with palm leaves. The men discuss their 
plans with the woman. 
Man2: “O ld woman how are you? Were your bananas raided by the chimps and other 
animals?” 
Old woman: “Do not remind me of that.” 
Man 2: “Abwooli, the reason we are here is that our duty is to go to the forest.” 
Old woman: “Now you are going to look for what to eat, so what were you saying?” 
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Man2: “We want a charm to help us go to the park to get meat for our children.”  
Man: “The animals have finished all our crops.” 
Old woman: “Let me consult the water, so you should sit up right.” 
Child: You should sit up right. Everyone that comes here sits up right.” 
Old woman: “So what animal do you want?” 
Man 2: “A buffalo so that we cannot touch the chimp and we are arrested.” 
Old woman: “See, we are already successful.” 
Man: “Old woman, how do we get up?” 
Old woman: “When you get up make sure you do not touch the ground. Give them 
the charm.” 
Man: “O ld woman we have thirty thousand shillings.” 
Old woman: “That is little. It is not enough. You go to your garden and keep watch, 
then call Kaliisa four times. If you poach, then you bring for me some meat.” 
In this exchange, the issue of crop raiding again gets highlighted. The old woman performs some 
rituals, throwing bits of water at the men and shaking the calabash. The men are supposed to sit 
up straight and not touch the ground when they get up after the rituals. They stress that they want 
a buffalo and express fear to hunt a chimpanzee5, even though both are illegal. The old woman 
then refers to Kaliisa, which Rubongoya (2003) describes to be the king of the jungle that taught 
people in the region to hunt a long time ago. People feared and respected Kaliisa and needed his 
permission to hunt in the forest. They would leave a share of the kill behind. Overall, this 
exchange draws from the traditional utilitarian ideology and invokes traditional belief systems, 
something I rarely observed during my field work.  
 The visit to the old woman was followed by a scene where the two men found the animal 
trapped in the forest, killed it, cut it into pieces, and carried it out of the forest in bags. The 
village leader then saw the men and arrested them. This was immediately followed by a song: 
“Oh oh the rules, Ugandans the rules. 
                                                                 
5
 I have no information to suggest that the Batoro used to hunt chimpanzees for meat.  
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Rules are like stones that are unbreakable. x2 
If you kill an animal without permission, you can be imprisoned.  
If you cut trees without permission, they can arrest you. 
Oh oh the rules, Ugandans the rules. 
Rules are like stones that are unbreakable. x2” 
Overall, the play was more a reflection of reality than a moral condemnation of hunting. Even 
the woman announcing the play stated: “People go to the park to poach which is not allowed.” 
The focus remains on the rules and the breaking of rules which has consequences, but the play 
presents no explanation of why the rules are there in the first place. On the other hand, the play 
highlights people’s problems with crop raiding, people’s conflicts with visitors, and traditional 
hunting practices that may help alleviate hunger and poor health of children. The rules actually 
exacerbate these problems and the play presents no solution for the man’s children who had a 
“watery stool,” or diarrhea. The main message this play conveys to villagers is to obey the rules 
or you might end up in prison.  
Lepp (2004:173) spoke about villagers orienting towards an external locus of control, 
particularly the perception that “the world is governed by politically unresponsive powerful 
others.” The play also confirms this and suggests that people basically have no choice but to 
accept their fate. From this perspective it appears that the only hope for positive change may be 
available through conservation and development. Judging from the differences between the 
music, dance, and drama group performances and the wildlife clubs performance, it may seem 
that the younger generation is more decisively embracing this pursuit of development. None of 
the children made any reference to crop raiding problems or hunting practices, and two children 
expressed a desire for symbols of progress through their poems, such as zoos and traffic lights. 
However, such a conclusion would be based on a performance by primary school children in an 
area benefiting tremendously from tourism. First of all, these children continue to be exposed to 
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other ideologies and their moral positionality may shift in response to their experiences with 
other actors and with development more broadly. Secondly, Bigodi is not exactly representative 
of villages around the park. Still, the villagers, young and old, may well sense that “There Is No 
Alternative,” to speak in the words of Margaret Thatcher when she advertised neoliberal reforms 
as prime minister of the United Kingdom in the 1980s.  
The previous three sections have illustrated the ways villagers living around Kibale 
National Park navigate the complex and ideologically dense landscape, and described the 
opportunities and obstacles they face in accessing class mobility that allows them to more fully 
embrace institutional ideologies. In the next section, I discuss the interviews I conducted with 
villagers, which show not only that different individuals may relate to nature and to conservation 
rather differently, but also that the same individuals may apply different ideologies within the 
course of a few sentences, revealing moral dilemmas and the associated confusions, frustrations, 
and critical reflections.  
 
4.5 Reflections 
During my field work in 2006 and 2008, I conducted 34 interviews with local villagers, 
including members of my host families, village chairmen, local professional conservationists 
employed in the park or through local conservation projects, and other informants. Since I 
targeted people with more and with less intense connections with conservation, and since men 
were usually more intensely involved in various conservation activities, I ended up interviewing 
more men (28) than women (9), with two interviews involving multiple informants, namely one 
with three men and one with a man and a woman. Twenty interviews were conducted in Rukiga 
and/or Rutoro, while fourteen were conducted in English. My questions focused on institutional 
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conservation and development ideologies and did not explicitly ask about the traditional 
utilitarian ideology. Below, I draw from a broad selection of the interviews to illustrate some of 
the most common types of answers, as well as some of the most striking ones.  
Overall, the interviews demonstrate that most villagers quickly reproduce dominant 
conservation and development ideologies. This process of reproduction, however, is also 
influenced by people’s own perspectives and observations in their environments. Following are a 
few examples of people describing conservation, illustrating types of knowledge likely acquired 
through education provided by schools and by various state and non-state organizations, largely 
reproducing aesthetic and community-based conservation ideologies: 
Man 1: “Conservation is not cutting down the trees. If you cut down one tree, you 
plant another one. Not cultivating in wetlands and swamps and, once you do any of 
those, you be finishing off the natural environment.”  
Man 2: “I think conservation means protecting our environment because all our 
surrounding is important. If you cut a tree, and you do not replace it with another, 
that is a waste because the trees bring in oxygen and take away carbon dioxide. Ah 
the forest that we have here has benefited us a lot.” 
Woman 1: “Not destroying nature, not cutting trees, not killing the animals, not 
burning the grass, and also, if you have planted trees and you cut it down, to plant 
another one and not cutting all of them.”  
Man 3: “Conservation, conservation, I can say that what is most important is to 
protect it, because if it is not there we cannot also be there. Nature can give us like 
rain and then we plant crops and get good harvests, and we can also get air for 
breathing. In other words we have life because of nature. If it is not there we cannot 
also be there.” 
Woman 2: “Now conservation is to ensure that we do not cut down the trees which 
are in our land, and even protecting the soil by digging there trenches so that the 
water does not wash it down and even the water infiltrates into the soil. Is to protect 
the wetlands and all that is in there, not encroaching on the forest and swamps, 
because once we do that, once it rains, the water carries away the soil and blocks the 
water ways, and the water dries up. Yet it should not dry up because it protects us 
and the forests as well.” 
Man 4: “Conservation let me give you an example, us and Kamwenge, we are the 
same, because we all receive much rainfall because of the trees we have. But in 
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Kasese if you go that side they suffer a lot from drought because they do not have 
many trees like the ones you are seeing here.” 
These types of answers were very common. Informants often mentioned tree planting, as well as 
soil conservation, wetland protection, and wildlife conservation. They directly connected it to 
subsistence farming and emphasized the ways these practices could contribute to clean air and 
abundant rain, thereby improving people’s livelihoods. Informants regularly explained that they 
had learned these things from KSCDP or NAADS, or through the music, dance, and drama 
groups in churches and elsewhere. For example, when I asked a man how he learned about 
conservation and national parks, he explained: 
Man 3: “We got to know about conservation from the education from the park. 
Because the place was congested, and even nature was still there. Even those elderly 
people, they used not to know the relevance of conserving nature. But when we were 
trained by an organization called KSCDP, it came through the park and they started 
educating us, the people. We attended seminars and they made us understand issues 
of conservation, its relevance and we started believing in them and even to support it 
and even practicing it in our homes. That is when we started planting mangoes, 
avocados actually. They encouraged us to plant simple forests around our homes and, 
for someone who had not planted like a eucalyptus tree, started planting. And when 
the organization started educating us I started knowing the good things concerning 
conservation.” 
Like many villagers, this man expressed a gratitude for learning new things. Some villagers used 
the term “enlightenment” when discussing this process. As also became apparent from the 
wildlife clubs, villagers regularly begin to value these new types of information more than the 
knowledge and skills of elders, as is illustrated by the statement “Even those elderly people, they 
used not to know the relevance of conserving nature.” 
Individuals with employment in conservation through the park or NGO projects sometimes 
described conservation in ways that appeared to have roots elsewhere, for example:  
Man 5: “To me conservation is the wise use of natural resources. Simply. And wise 
use that is maybe sustainable use of natural resources.” 
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This answer suggests UWA’s influence. UWA’s mission statement is: “To conserve and 
sustainably manage the wildlife and protected areas of Uganda in partnership with neighboring 
communities and other stakeholders for the benefit of the people of Uganda and the global 
community.” (UWA 2005). “Wise use” was an expression commonly used by UWA agents in 
the field to refer to sustainable use of natural resources.  
 While most informants spoke about conservation in rather broad terms, some specifically 
connected it with the trees and the wild animals in the park. When I asked villagers to describe a 
national park and its purposes, they regularly referred to it as a place where wild animals are 
kept, often in relation to tourism, aesthetic enjoyment, and financial benefits, thus reinforcing the 
connection between the aesthetic conservation ideology and development ideologies, based on 
the separation of humans and nature: 
Man 1: “We have the park and the forest, but the park is the place where wild 
animals are protected and all the things which are there. Conserving the forests and 
the wild animals for the people to come and see, which brings income to the country. 
And the wild animals which are very vital to human beings, and the person is also 
very vital to the wild animals. Also the animals are not only useful to the park and 
the people who live near it, though it has its negatives and positives.” 
Man 2: “The animals are very useful even though they are raiding our crops. They 
are historical. If we do not have them in time to come, our children may not know 
how a buffalo looks like, how an elephant looks like, a chimp looks like. There are 
some animals that are no longer here in Uganda. Like I saw a rhino in Tanzania. If it 
was here in this forest don’t you think that the children would grow up knowing how 
it looks?” 
Man 3: “Another importance of the park, it is a source of income. The income we 
have, like we who neighbor with the park, like Nyabweya Primary School, the money 
which came from the park helped in constructing that school. The other money was 
put on Isunga Primary School. Some other money from the park is give to schools to 
construct and protect water sources so as to get clean water to drink and not drinking 
stagnant water. So we know the park as a source of income for the development o f 
the community. 
Man 6: “That is where animals are found and those animals they normally give 
income to the government. When tourists come and see them, they pay in money 
which is used as foreign exchange.” 
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Man 3 referred to UWA’s revenue sharing program, described in more detail in Chapter 3, which 
several other informants mentioned as well. Some people more specifically referred to the park’s 
legal status as gazetted by the government. The view of the national park as the home of animals 
was particularly prominent and, during three interviews, informants suggested that the park 
exists to keep the animals away from people’s crops, that the park rangers protect the animals by 
chasing them back inside when they cross the boundary (see also Goldman et al. 2008). For 
example, when I asked her to describe a national park, the following exchange occurred, as 
interpreted back and forth by my assistant Paula: 
Woman 4: “It means that is to say a forest where animals are kept.” 
Karin: “Why are the animals protected?” 
Woman 4: “Where should they go that is their home?” 
Karin: “Okay, how are they being protected and by whom?”  
Woman 4: “The game people.” 
Karin: “How do they protect the park?” 
Woman 4: “They protect them so that when they happen to escape and they go to the 
garden in a certain village, the game rangers can hurry to chase them back to the 
forest.” 
Another common view was that the people living around a park are the ones responsible for its 
protection. Much like some of the songs and plays I discussed in the previous section, villagers’ 
interview responses regularly illustrated their appropriation of the community-based 
conservation ideology largely as a source of responsibility to support institutional conservation 
rather than rights for livelihood improvements and a voice in conservation management. When I 
asked a man who should protect a national park and how, he stated: 
Man 1: “The park should be protected by people who are living near it.” 
Karin: “How do you protect it?” 
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Man 1: “We work together with the park officials and those who neighbor with the 
park, such that when they see like a wild animal from the park has come to raid 
crops, to direct it back to the park. And once we try and it refuses, we then call the 
park officials to take it back. And also to ensure that we do not cut down the trees, 
not hunting and killing animals, and all of us who neighbor with the park to conserve 
the natural environment and not destroying it because it helps us all. If anyone 
destroys it you can tell that person, “You have done bad.”” 
This man combined the idea that wild animals should be contained inside the national park with 
conservation activities more broadly, such as not killing wild animals, not cutting down trees, not 
destroying the natural environment, and holding other people accountable. Another informant 
also assigned responsibility for protecting the park to herself and combined it with tourism and 
revenue sharing money:  
Woman 3: “We are the ones supposed to protect the animals. When they come, we 
are not supposed to kill them because they are useful in Uganda. There are tourists 
that might have never seen some animals and before seeing the animals, they pay 
some money. That money is used to help like a needy child. That money helps us to 
build hospitals and to buy medicine to improve on people’s health plus building 
roads.” 
Overall, these types of responses illustrate that the villagers have appropriated some of the 
institutional aesthetic and community-based conservation ideologies, as well as development 
ideologies, promoted by a range of actors active around the park and used them to create their 
own visions of conservation and the park. However, the villagers maintained complex balances 
between positive and negative perspectives on conservation, the park, and the park management, 
and even those villagers who were largely positive occasionally inserted their frustrations about 
crop raiding. For example, the following woman describes a transition from anger to 
understanding and love for the park. However, her narrative contains a conditionality at the end – 
she thinks that the villagers can only be good neighbors of the park if UWA limits crop raiding, 
thus illustrating a meta-discursive moral dilemma between social ideologies, emphasizing 
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neighborliness and social solidarity, and the aesthetic and community-based conservation 
ideologies. 
Woman 2: “At first we did not understand the park because they evicted us from our 
lands and we left it there so we hated it. Later on we discovered that it is also useful 
to us because there is some little money which the government sends like at the sub-
county. When the tourists come to tour, they tell us that when they come to tour they 
pay some money after seeing some animals. So when that money comes through the 
sub-county, they call us to go and plan for it and finally it comes like at a parish level 
and it is used like for the construction of the trench. Then from there we start loving 
the park and we see that it is really useful. And we also try to ensure that we are 
protecting the animals, so that they do not disturb us a lot so that to migrate from 
here. And we ask them to devise for us ways to remember us and give us some little 
money which could be used to prevent the animals. So finally I see that the park is 
good because even when the animals come and we inform them they try and do what 
they can to stop them. The park officials are also telling us to be good neighbors of 
the park, but we ask ourselves, “How can we be good neighbors of the park, yet it is 
destroying our crops?” So they tell us that they are going to put in place mechanisms 
to ensure that we co-exist that are by limiting the animals from raiding our crops and 
for us to benefit from it too.” 
When I asked a man about the costs of living next to a park, he similarly shifts between positive 
and negative remarks. After his complaint about crop raiding, he stresses that he has no problem 
with the park itself since it provides useful natural resources. However, while discussing these 
potential benefits, he brings up that these benefits are actually inaccessible: 
Man 3: “The problems I have met because I am surrounded by the park, what we 
have seen is like animals which raid our crops. That is the most one because they 
destroy our food and domestic animals. But overall the park has no problem. The 
reason why it is good is that even some of things which we do not have we can get 
them from there where they are conserved from. Let’s say papyrus. Even if you do 
what, you cannot get it in people’s land because you canno t plant it and it grows on 
your land. The problem is that they stop us from getting them.” 
In his attempts to support the park and to reproduce the associated conservation ideologies, this 
man is confronted with persistent local ideologies, stressing the importance of social solidarity in 
solving the crop raiding problems and expressing the traditional utilitarian ideology and the 
possibility to collect natural resources that are impossible to cultivate. Both the woman and the 
man express the ideological tensions as meta-discursive moral dilemmas during the interviews, 
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implying that these tensions also play out in practice, for example when they are faced with a 
challenging situation and feel pressured to decide whether or not to express their dissatisfactio n. 
This is particularly well illustrated by the response from another woman who, after I had asked 
her why she had joined a music, dance, and drama group, more explicitly spoke about her 
frustrations and her efforts to contain her anger:  
Woman 1: “Because I wanted to learn how not to destroy nature, also to know that 
yes they are there and destroy our crops, but we do not get angry with them because 
there is nobody who is ordering them. Though at first whenever an animal would raid 
your crops, you would get annoyed and direct your annoyance to the park officials. 
And when you see a tourist, you get annoyed more and you wish he/she had died. 
But now when we are educated we have reduced on our anger because there is 
nobody who is telling the animals to raid crops. Like yesterday, after the baboons 
raided my crops, they took us to Isunga to teach people how to dance. The vehicle 
came and took us after the baboons had just destroyed my crops. I was not even 
annoyed, I just went. I got annoyed there and then but later went.” 
This woman described a tremendous anger and frustration because of crop raiding problems that 
she used to direct to park officials and tourists, even wanting them to die. She managed to 
control that anger by taking the responsibility of these individuals to be good neighbors out of 
the equation and focusing on the animals’ innocence. She described the last time baboons had 
raided her crops just before she had to perform. While at first she stated that she did not even get 
annoyed, she later corrected that she got annoyed the moment she discovered the damage, but 
then left for the performance.  
Very similar moral dilemmas between institutional ideologies and local social ideologies 
about solidarity and neighborliness arose throughout most of the interviews within the frame of 
one answer and/or between different answers. However, some individuals showed no signs of 
anxiety and the experience of moral dilemmas, but rather provided very consistent perspectives, 
critical analyses, and suggestions about specific topics, particularly resource use agreements and 
revenue sharing. I asked most of my informants specifically what they thought of UWA’s 
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resource use agreements. While the majority of villagers knew very little about this since they 
were not involved themselves, some who did know more shared their thoughts and suggestions. 
Of three men who had more or less intensively been involved in the negotiations for the new 
agreement in Nyabweya, one was exclusively positive and optimistic:  
Man 2: “The agreement we are making with Kibale National Park is development. 
They want us to be developed because they have included three resources : fish, bee 
keeping, and building poles. Those resources we are supposed to get. Not everyone is 
allowed there. It should be a group. That group is responsible for fishing and selling 
the fish to the community people. Then the money is kept. If there is need for fishing 
net and we happen to have 100,000 Ushs, yet the nets cost 200,000 Ushs, we write a 
proposal, send it to Kibale National Park so that they can freely add us 100,000 Ushs. 
That is the kind of development they are bringing to us.” 
He reproduced some of the discussions held during the meetings with Sarah, which I described in 
Chapter 3, and expressed the expectation that UWA would help them to set up their businesses 
so that they could develop. The two other men were more frustrated and pointed to their desire 
for more social solidarity from UWA agents. One of them was disappointed with the lack of 
recognition for their problems and suggestions: 
Man 3: “I would want if we are making those agreements, our suggestions also be 
accepted, and we also accept theirs, but not saying that we accept theirs and they do 
not accept ours, and this will spoil our relationship.” 
Another man started talking about his frustrations with the resource use agreements before I 
specifically asked him about it. When I asked him what he thought when he was first taught 
about conservation, he stated: 
Man 8: “Like I told you that we agreed with them and since that time we were still 
feeling the pain. And since we were still feeling angry, they tricked us, and we did 
not know what we were doing. And then we remembered afterwards that what we did 
was not correct. We had just been sent out of the park. We still had fear and we 
accepted and as years passed by we found out that they lied to us.” 
Karin: Like how? 
Man 8: “Now they put... like elephant, leopard, lion, chimpanzee and others, if they 
came and destroyed our crops or animals that we should not kill any of them. If you 
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do, then you have to compensate them or be imprisoned. But if their animals raided 
our crops or ate our animals, they should not compensate us and we should keep 
quiet. For example, a lion came and ate a cow and when we wanted to talk, they told 
us that we never agreed on that. Then we remembered that we made a mistake. ” 
This man is talking about the first Nyabweya agreement that had been formed in 1999, about 
seven years after the evictions. He feels that they were tricked because they had not been 
assertive to make their demands for compensation in case of crop loss. When I later asked him 
about the current negotiations, he expressed similar frustrations, apparently not thinking the 
situation had improved. He complained about the fact that the agreement only allowed people to 
get few resources and that still compensation for crop raiding was not included: 
Man 8: “They sold us air because they get from us [...] we wrote the things we want 
and they are the ones they are supposed to do for us, but they tell us that they cannot 
do all that apart from the resource we are getting from the park, poles and fish. And 
[…] there is no way they are helping us [...] and we have concluded that those 
agreements are not truthful.” 
Karin: “What would you want to see in the resource agreement which is not there?” 
Man 8: “What we wanted, once the animals come and raid our crops, they 
compensate you. Even if they told us that would be ok, even if they leave all others, 
but once the animals raid our crops we be compensated.” 
Another man in Bigodi, a member of KAFRED, but himself not benefiting from resource use 
agreements, was similarly critical about these agreements, particularly with regard to the 
neoliberal conservation ideology and the privileging of groups for business purposes. Instead, he 
emphasized social solidarity through more inclusive use: 
Man 5: “Resource use agreements. I don’t really understand it. I don’t understand it. 
Resource use. It sounds, it sounds, I think, better than it is happening. Resource use, 
it becomes more confusing where they say it is a certain group or number of 
individuals that are supposed to go in. Whereas more people want to benefit, but they 
say this is it. We want these people, this group, this class, or this sex to go in. There it 
becomes more confusing. I don’t understand it. Sometimes it is just individuals. I 
think for here, it is mainly a few men, like three or four, that go in to cut the rattan 
cane.” 
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Karin: “And so if you compare it to the way KAFRED allows people to use resources 
from the swamp, how does it compare?” 
Man 5: “I think, KAFRED is more friendly. For us we educate the people, mainly the 
women’s groups and the schools, because those are the major resource users. They 
go in to harvest mainly papyrus for making handcrafts. We advise them one is not to 
go near the trail, because it looks awkward for tourists to see people using mpangas 
[machetes] cutting stuff, but back in our minds again we know that papyrus, when 
you harvest it, that’s when you get better crops.” 
This man admits that they make adjustments to the way villagers collect resources from the 
swamp to accommodate the tourists and avoid complications. The sight of people removing 
resources is often associated with destruction, even though controlled harvest of papyrus 
contributes to the maintenance of its productivity and does not necessarily affect biodiversity 
(Maclean et al. 2006, Muthuri et al. 1989, Terer et al. 2012). He implicitly suggests that resource 
use in Kibale National Park should be done more like KAFRED and become more inclusive.  
 In addition to these concerns about the resource use agreements, several people expressed 
frustration about the revenue sharing money and accused UWA and/or the local government of 
taking parts of this money for their own benefit. For example, when I asked a man to describe his 
cooperation with UWA, he stated: 
Man 1: “They do not work well and sometimes we call them to take away the 
animals and they refuse. And when they send money to help the people living near 
the park, they divert it and use it for their own purposes, yet it is meant for the local 
people. For example they sent eight million, but do not get surprised that they came 
[...] and used four million, and went to Nyabweya and used 900,000, and in Isunga 
did nothing because they said the money had got finished. One wonders where they 
put the money.” 
Thus, this man used local social ideologies to support a moral judgment of the lack of support 
and of the disappearance of money, or at least of a lack of transparency about the exact budget to 
the general public. Another informant expressed frustration with the way the revenue sharing 
program works and fails to solve the actual problems. When I asked this woman to describe her 
cooperation with UWA, she stated: 
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Woman 1: “If my crops are raided, I can’t go to the subcounty, I tell them and they 
give me that money. That money, after your crops have been raided, the chairman 
goes there and gets that money and puts in schools or roads. That does not help the 
person whose crops have been raided. It actually helps everybody even those whose 
crops have not been raided. The one whose crops were raided, it is you who remains 
with the problem, because you do not have where to get food. It would be good for 
UWA to think about the real people whose crops are raided, or like they tell them to 
form a group those who are neighboring with the park such that whenever their crops 
are raided there is a way to assist them.” 
She would apparently prefer to receive compensation rather than revenue sharing money and 
even suggests that the people living next to the boundary should form groups to facilitate this 
process, thereby pursuing social solidarity, while also accommodating the widespread focus on 
groups in development and conservation efforts. At a later point during the interview, after I had 
asked her if she had any questions for me, and she again brought this issue up and spoke about it 
rather extensively, specifically focusing on compensation and corruption:  
Woman 1: “Maybe that money they are sending at the subcounty, if they had 
channeled it in a way, let me say, they give to people whose crops have been 
destroyed, it would be enough. Because now when they send it, it goes first to the 
district, like five million, the district gets its percentage; from the district to level 
four, which also get a percentage; then three. At every stage there is reduction. So by 
the time the money reaches the last person, they say that let’s put it in roads and, you 
find that even what they intended, they have not done it and people are not happy 
with that.” 
Woman 1: “Another thing is that they could use another way, because it is hard to 
deal with money to say that a person gives money to another one. They should 
identify some people who are neighboring with the park, and UWA forms like its 
own group, so that people who are neighboring with the park, those with children at 
school, they pick at least one child per family, and they pay for that child when such 
a child reaches secondary school. It also does like other organizations which are 
paying fees for children, or they select like the orphans and they take care of them. 
This will make us more relaxed and know that even if I am here at the park when my 
children will be going to school. The organization I am neighboring with, it will help 
me.” 
Although the revenue sharing money is increasingly used for the digging of trenches, this 
process is slow and many villagers will remain unprotected by trenches for years. In addition, the 
trenches do not completely eliminate crop raiding since elephants still often find ways to cross, 
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and trenches are not effective against baboons. While UWA agents might say that the revenue 
sharing money would not be enough to compensate everyone, this woman argues that it will be 
enough as long as it goes directly to the people without being channeled through the local 
government where she claims a lot of money disappears. In her last statement, this woman again 
referred to the idea that people neighboring the park should form groups and, if they cannot 
receive compensation, she suggest that UWA could provide financial support for the education 
of at least one child per family or to take care of the orphans. This idea that UWA could support 
education for children around the park was expressed by two other individuals, two men in a 
different village. For example, after I had asked him how he would like to see the future of his 
family and the village as a whole, one man stated: 
Man 2: “I would have wanted us to collaborate with Kibale National Park very well. 
For us who are affected by crop raiding, at least if they would select eight children in 
a zone and they educate them, because they know that their animals are destructive. 
They should educate them up to higher institutions of learning so that we can also 
have educated children. Because of crop raiding and we have no money, most of our 
children end in senior four. Which means that we shall always be lagging behind 
because of Kibale National Park and their animals. They would have helped educate 
eight or three of our children so that in future when we go to those places we will be 
proud to say that Kibale National Park helped us and educated our child up to higher 
classes or high school or a diploma.”  
This man was a little more modest and asked for support for eight, or three, children per village 
rather than a child per family, but the idea is the same. UWA offers resource use agreements 
with certain groups of villagers and revenue sharing money to dig trenches. However, it appears 
that villagers do not consider resource use as offsetting the costs of crop raiding. In addition, 
although many villagers appreciate the revenue sharing program, they would prefer permanent 
rangers, compensation, or higher education for their children. Their evaluation of the situation is 
that crop raiding interferes with their development, with the improvement of their livelihoods. As 
this man stated: “we shall always be lagging behind because of Kibale National Park and their 
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animals.” Woman 3 similarly stated, after I had asked her to describe development: “We would 
have been having development, but because we live next to our friends, those animals in the 
park, there’s no development.” These statements point to the unequal distribution of costs 
associated with the protection of the national park and to a lack of access to class mobility in a 
context of increasing class differentiation.  
There is a great sense of being left behind in a country where the mantra of the president 
and his National Resistance Movement is “Prosperity for All.” While questionnaires can be 
useful to understand people’s overall attitudes about national parks, they tend to miss the 
tensions people experience trying to stay positive, while also voicing their concerns and 
frustrations, knowing that their demands will not likely be met. Researchers and managers who 
conclude that people around Kibale National Park are mostly positive may misinterpret villagers’ 
attempts at nuance, diplomacy, and optimism, which apparently distract from rather than 
highlight the ways in which they feel structurally marginalized. Between 1998 and 2007, the 
Government of Uganda spent almost US$50 million6 on the Protected Area Management and 
Sustainable Use (PAMSU) project, money that was primarily used to build the capacity of UWA 
and other related institutions and to assert the protected areas network more broadly. This money 
strengthened a professional middle class, while compensation or other significant concessions to 
subsistence farmers living around protected areas have remained out of reach. The linkage 
between governance and class remains strong, with state agents benefiting from employment 
while leaving the challenges for the poorest subsistence farmers largely unaddressed.  
 
                                                                 
6
 The project was composed of two phases. The first phase (1998-2002) involved a World Bank loan of US$ 12.37 
million and a Global Environment Facility grant of US$ 2 million. The second phase (2002 -2007) involved a World 
Bank loan of US$ 23.4 million, a Global Environment Facility  grant of US$ 8 million, and a contribution from the 
budget of the Government of Uganda of US$ 3.2 million (World Bank 2002 2003).  
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4.6 Conclusion 
In this chapter, I have illustrated the complexities of the interactions between villagers living 
around Kibale National Park and the natural environment, as mediated by broader political and 
socioeconomic patterns. Even though researchers have shown that local people’s subsistence 
practices have no conclusive negative impact on natural areas and on biodiversity, conservation 
management remains largely based on their exclusion, from the park as well as from decision-
making processes. The villagers have appropriated a range of traditional and institutional 
ideologies about nature and progress, but the relative success of this appropriation depends on 
the possibilities to put them into practice. Constant exposure to crop raiding animals, limited 
access to quality education and health care, and limited opportunities to accumulate wealth form 
obstacles for the reproduction of institutional conservation and development ideologies. 
Villagers attempt to maintain a level of optimism, but their frustrations with the lack of 
recognition for their problems regularly appear in their narratives. Emerging class distinctions 
may further exacerbate the problems, with commercial extraction of resources from forests 
outside and inside the park further marginalizing subsistence farmers and with local elites 
potentially losing a sense of solidarity with their neighbors. At the same time, the question 
remains whether and how local opportunities for class mobility will develop, for example with 
people in Bigodi facing increasing challenges to respond to shifts in the tourist industry.  
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CHAPTER 5: PRIVATE INITIATIVES 
 
“It’s all about what might be called Do-It-Yourself Foreign Aid, because it starts with the 
proposition that it’s not only presidents and United Nations officials who chip away at global 
challenges. Passionate individuals with great ideas can do the same, especially in the age of the 
Internet and social media.”  
(Nicholas D. Kristof, New York Times Magazine, 20 October 20101.) 
 
In his New York Times Magazine article, Kristof describes how several American women came 
to set up small-scale projects in African and Asian countries aiming to solve specific problems 
they had observed during an internship or a “gap year” abroad, or even just at home on the couch 
watching Oprah. The problems ranged from a lack of affordable sanitary pads in Rwanda that 
kept girls and women from going to school and getting jobs, to women suffering rape and 
warfare in the Democratic Republic of Congo. On the basis of these projects, Kristof identifies a 
new movement: “Do-It-Yourself Foreign Aid.” Kristof’s descriptions certainly point to a 
growing trend. During my field work around Kibale National Park, Uganda, in 2006 and 2008, I 
observed eight such Do-It-Yourself projects, also referred to as “Private Initiatives” (Bouzoubaa 
& Brok 2005; Develtere & Stessens 2006; Schulpen 2007). Most of the Europeans and North 
Americans who had set up these initiatives had initially come to the park because of an interest 
in wildlife, and had later started to engage in conservation and development activities among the 
local villagers. As part of my research, I examined the founders’ trajectories and the role of 
moral considerations in shaping and adjusting their acts of governance vis-à-vis the villagers. 
The letters and comments to Kristof’s article and blog posts illuminate that many of his 
readers feel immensely passionate about these types of projects, either because they themselves 
have started one or they support friends or family members in such endeavors. In addition, 
                                                 
1
 http://www.nytimes.com/2010/10/24/magazine/24volunteeris m-t.html, visited 20 January 2011. 
276 
 
however, the readers’ responses also highlight several concerns in relation to this trend, 
particularly questioning the positionality of these founders and their effectiveness in problem-
solving as compared to professionals in international and national institutions, and as compared 
to the people they aim to support, including native activists. While Kristof and his readers focus 
on the relative success of these various actors in achieving certain forms of social change 
assumed to be positive and desirable, I examine how the founders define and redefine these 
forms of social change. For this purpose, I investigate how the founders navigate historically 
shaped institutional and local contexts, and how they make sense of their own actions. I 
particularly analyze the founders’ negotiations of various sources of moral guidance and the role 
of their relationships with local villagers in shaping the resulting project activities. I argue that 
the founders are in an ideologically complex and productive social space between the national 
park and the adjacent communities. 
Many scholars have pointed out that institutional conservation and development practices 
often end up marginalizing certain groups of people (e.g. Agrawal 2005, Brockington 2002, 
Escobar 1995, Ferguson 1990, Hughes 2006, Li 2007, Neumann 1998). One of the questions 
regularly posed in the literature is how NGOs and other non-state actors perform as compared to 
states, not so much in terms of accomplishing the same institutional goals associated with 
conservation and development, but rather in positively transforming such goals and the processes 
that reproduce relations of inequality. Scholars tend to be skeptical about the emancipating 
potentials of NGOs specifically (Aretxaga 2003; Igoe & Kelsall 2005), but I want to note that 
there is an important difference between NGOs and the Private Initiatives I observed around 
Kibale National Park. While the agendas of both states and NGOs are heavily determined by the 
large donors, such as the World Bank, the IMF, USAID, and the European Commission (Hulme 
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& Edwards 1996), the funding for the Private Initiatives comes from relatively small donations 
and grants provided by individuals and by profit and non-profit organizations. Further, the 
founders of Private Initiatives are the designers as well as the implementers of governance, 
thereby reducing the distance between project proposals and the local situation, allowing for 
more flexibility in adjusting project activities in response to new insights, and enabling a long-
term and more personal engagement with the people targeted by the projects (cf. Orta 2002).  
At the same time, the founders are unable to operate entirely outside of the historical 
frameworks of institutional governance and imperial attitudes. Most founders of the eight Private 
Initiatives were attracted to Kibale National Park because of its wildlife and because of the 
research facilities, often as researchers, as the partners of researchers, or as volunteers. This 
localized attraction is a product of a particular colonial and neo-colonial history. While the 
colonial government established the first forest reserves, game reserves, and national parks, the 
postcolonial government received large-scale funding from international donors after the late 
1980s for ecological studies, for institutional capacity building, and for the creation of more 
national parks. As part of efforts to create six national parks between 1990 and 1993, the 
Government of Uganda evicted about 100,000 people from forest and game reserves, sometimes 
violently (Feeney 1996). The founders attracted to Kibale National Park inevitably built on this 
history as they spent their first weeks, months, or even years in the area in relative isolation at the 
research station inside the park boundaries to make scientific observations of flora and fauna, or 
to support such endeavors more broadly. However, whenever they ventured out into the adjacent 
villages to buy tomatoes or to visit research assistants at home, they became directly confronted 
with the tensions between the park and the local people. They observed poor families in mud 
houses who relied on firewood from the forest to cook, who lost crops to elephants and baboons, 
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and who experienced difficulties to obtain money for schooling and health care. These 
observations encouraged the founders to assert a moral position on the situation and to take 
action accordingly. 
I suggest that the Private Initiatives around Kibale National Park emerged in their 
existing form due to the European and American visitors’ responses to such social triggers. The 
resulting projects principally implement institutional ideologies, focusing either on conservation 
or on development, through the governance of local villagers. For example, a Private Initiative 
may build on the idea that nature conservation can only be achieved by keeping people out of 
certain areas and put this idea in practice by teaching local people about efficient firewood use to 
limit their reliance on the park. Or a Private Initiative may build on the idea that privileged 
individuals have a responsibility to support the development of others through education and 
health care, and therefore give money to school children, support school infrastructure, or 
organize health care. At the same time, the founders regularly appropriate alternative institut ional 
and/or social ideologies to justify, critically reflect upon, and/or to guide their project activities. 
The occasions in which the founders are pressed to morally qualify their activities, for example 
when they design a website or when they are interviewed by an anthropologist, provide 
opportunities for them to draw from multiple sources of moral guidance to make sense of their 
own activities and to justify these activities in relation to the outside world.  
In this chapter, I examine the types of moral quilts and dilemmas expressed by the 
founders in their productive positionality between the park and the local communities. I illustrate 
the ways founders negotiate different institutional and social ideologies, and the inevitability of 
imperfect moral choices. I identify moral quilts on the initiatives’ project websites that illuminate 
the complex intersections between conservation and development ideologies. I also identify 
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meta-discursive and situated moral dilemmas during interviews where the founders critically 
reflect on their project activities. While these meta-discursive dilemmas have transformative 
potentials, such potentials materialize more concretely in situated dilemmas that require 
immediate moral decisions and action. Local villagers regularly confront the founders with 
ideologies about social solidarity and the sharing of wealth, which speak to the founders’ 
charitable actions and work to stretch them into new spheres. In the following section, I discuss 
the roots of these charitable approaches in order to further situate the Private Initiatives in the 
institutional landscape. 
 
5.1 Charity as Moral Acts of Governance  
On one hand, the DIY Foreign Aid movement concerns a return to the more individual forms of 
charity that we can trace back many centuries to classical times. However, as I discuss in this 
section, there are several important differences. The people driving this movement are unable to 
undo the intermediary hundreds of years of evolved institutionalized charity and philanthropy 
and colonial relations, and they rely on and appropriate the associated conservation and 
development ideologies. At the same time, they become rather intimately involved in local social 
structures and customs and encounter and negotiate the perspectives on giving and sharing held 
by those on the receiving end of their charitable activities. Building on the emerging field of 
philanthropy studies, a field where anthropologists remain remarkably underrepresented, I first 
provide a brief overview of the emergence of charity and philanthropy.  
 The earliest forms of Western of charity are usually traced to Ancient Greece. Bremner 
(1994) and Davis (1996) distinguish between the Classical Period and the early Middle Ages. 
They argue that, during the Classical Period, people were concerned with common decency and 
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generosity, but expressed rather little sympathy for beggars, and that, during the Middle Ages, 
Christianity played a fundamental role in the emergence of the types of charity at the root of 
contemporary Western practices. Bremner and Davis both point to the increasing sympathy for 
the poor and expectations leveled at individuals to demonstrate a willingness to give up all 
wealth, and serve and live among the poor. Giving was directed at the poorest of the poor. Still, 
this type of charity primarily focused on the relation between the giver and God and was driven 
by efforts to secure salvation; it said rather little about the relationship between the giver and 
receiver or even about the way this giving was supposed to improve the receiver’s life. Roberts 
(1994) discusses an increasing discrimination in acts of giving in the twelfth century, for 
example excluding beggars who were dishonest or able to work. She also describes a transition 
in the High Middle Ages characterized by an institutionalization of charity, first through the 
church, later appropriated by secular governments, marked by legal struggles for control. The 
Late Middle Ages, characterized by plagues, famines, and migration, marked a definite shift to 
more discriminate forms of charity aimed at effectiveness and social control.  
Cavallo (1995:98) similarly notes a change in the views toward the poor in the late 17th 
century in Turin, Italy, with poverty being perceived as blameworthy and the poor as a nuisance 
in need of moral and religious education in order to get them to work. She points to the 
emergence of specially constructed elaborate buildings to house the charitable institutions, and 
argues that “charity was now actively employed as an instrument in the strategies of the rich” 
(Cavallo 1995:99), in efforts to display their prestige. As new chances for upward social mobility 
facilitated the emergence of a new elite, donations became larger and less anonymous, and 
charity was increasingly privatized. The charitable institutions grew more selective, favoring the 
respectable poor, often those who fell from a position of economic prosperity and social 
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distinction and who found poverty a disgrace (Cavallo 1995:111). Thus, charity was no longer a 
way to support the poorest people in society, but had become a symbol of status as well as a 
method to achieve and maintain status.  
These changes described by Roberts and Cavallo roughly represent the transition between 
charity and philanthropy. Bremner (1994:xi) defines the difference as follows: 
“What we give to alleviate the need, suffering, and sorrow of others, whether we 
know them or not, is charity. What we give to prevent and correct social and 
environmental problems and improve life and living conditions for people and 
creatures we don’t know and who have no claim on us is philanthropy.”  
He elaborates that charity is a religious obligation committed to “relieve the poor, orphans, the 
friendless, and the homeless” (Bremner 1994:xii), and to give them the benefit of the doubt. 
Philanthropy is secular and involves financial contributions to broader societal causes. While 
charity focuses on the neediest, “philanthropy tends to favor the most promising” (Bremner 
1994:15).  
On the basis of the analysis by these authors, I suggest that there are linkages between 
increasing class differentiation and the shift to philanthropy and efforts toward social control. 
Acts of charity are acts of governance since they involve a selection of the poor who will receive 
certain types of support, at the exclusion of others. However, philanthropy more definitely 
involves governance since it concerns more strategized social changes. In addition, church, state, 
private institutions, and corporations have started to compete for the right to engage in 
philanthropy and to shape national and international social landscapes concerning the care for 
fellow human beings and for the planet as a whole. This is especially significant with regard to 
the philanthropic motivations extended to imperial projects that started in the colonial period, 
ranging from large-scale missionary movements to the introduction of formal education, and the 
imposition of schemes toward progress and modernity. Many of the colonial understandings of 
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Africa and Africans as underdeveloped and in desperate need of help provided various 
institutions with philanthropic justifications for extensive measures of governance (Ramamurthy 
2003, Spurr 1993). Due to limitations of space, I am unable to do justice to the literature that 
investigates these historical trends. However, I want to emphasize that such perspectives persist 
in contemporary discourses (Bonsu 2009), and continue to supply a wide range of Western-based 
organizations with fundamental motivations for development efforts. 
 Elite philanthropic foundations based in the United States reflect this history and engage 
in giving strategies through which they emphasize national and global social hierarchies, as 
illustrated by several scholars who have examined their motivations, structures, and effects. 
Based on interviews with wealthy philanthropists in New York in the late 1980s, Ostrower 
(1995) characterizes practices of giving, particularly to the fields of education and arts, as part of 
upper-class culture. Arnove (1980) investigates some of the large American foundations and 
critiques their tremendous and regularly damaging influence worldwide. Reich (2006) more 
specifically addresses the ways in which philanthropy can cause harm and contribute to 
inequality. He builds on left-wing critics (Fisher 1983, Karl and Katz 1987), especially those of a 
Gramscian bent “who have long suggested that philanthropy is but another self- interested way 
for the powerful to continue their dominion over the poor and entrench the ideological interests 
of the wealthy in all of society” (Arnove 1980:30). He particularly explores the role of the state 
and tax incentives in encouraging and directing philanthropy, for example by providing 
relatively larger tax deduction for people with a higher income. He further argues that public 
policy is indifferent to potentials of redistribution since a donation to a museum is valued equally 
as a donation to international humanitarian relief and, in 2002, few of the charitable dollars went 
to social welfare (2%) and human services (9%). Raddon (2008:28) similarly argues that “the 
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“new philanthropy” advances neoliberalization in three main ways: by legitimizing social 
inequality, by facilitating welfare state restructuring (specifically the contracting of social 
services to charitable agencies), and by promoting a narrow ideal of citizenship as practiced 
through private charity.” Overall, these studies show how philanthropy emerged as a marker of 
elite culture, but also regularly functions to reinforce class differentiation, with elites focusing on 
accumulation of wealth and limited, controlled, and targeted redistribution through particular 
projects that rarely contribute to global equality.  
It is parallel to the large and elite philanthropic institutions that the DIY Foreign Aid 
movement emerged. The increase in the role of Private Initiatives around Kibale National Park in 
the last decade was enabled by the mobilization not of upper-class citizens, but rather of middle-
class citizens as part of the processes of globalization and neoliberalization. Although the 
founders of the Private Initiatives around Kibale National Park had not planned on initiating their 
own projects when they first traveled to the area, they had experienced a growing sense of 
individual responsibility and global citizenship, as well as a broad disappointment with 
institutional charities. In part because of the strong linkages with the failing development 
industry more broadly (Escobar 1995, Ferguson 1990, Scott 1998), such charities had gained a 
reputation for a failure to achieve set goals, for the absorption of money in overhead and other 
obscure categories, and for the lack of accountability. In contrast to most institutions, whether 
state agencies, NGOs, or charitable and philanthropic organizations, the Private Initiatives are 
often characterized by individual long-term local engagement. They do not neatly fit within 
either category of charity or philanthropy, but take characteristics from both. For example, some 
founders may know the people targeted by their projects personally and/or give to the poorest 
individuals, acts that would characterize their projects as charity. However, they may also give to 
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strangers, give to the most promising individuals, and/or attempt to tackle broader social and 
environmental issues. In order to distinguish the Private Initiatives from the philanthropic 
foundations described above, and emphasize and investigate the role of individual relationships 
and potential challenges to hegemonic forms of governance, I use the term charity in this 
chapter. At the same time, I want to stress that the Private Initiatives are still products of this 
long and complex history of charity and philanthropy and operate within and are governed by the 
same institutional frameworks, including laws and policies (Reich 2006:29). In addition, they 
appropriate globally circulating institutional discourses about conservation and development to 
design and justify their project activities.  
 Despite this historical and structural embeddedness, I aim to illustrate how individual 
local involvement by the majority of the founders of Private Initiatives allows them to learn 
about and experience pressure to follow local social ideologies. I particularly want to point to the 
tight social networks in many East African villages that are marked by reciprocity and social 
responsibility toward family, neighbors, and friends (Maranz 2001). Most Private Initiatives got 
started after the founders had become pulled into the local social networks. They funded one 
child in school or gave fees for health care to friends with malaria acts that they eventually led 
them to set up their projects. Their interactions with villagers were guided by Western ideas 
about charity, which spoke to local leveling mechanisms and raised villagers’ expectations about 
redistribution. I want to caution against the romanticized understandings of systems of 
redistribution in African societies. With regard to such systems in pre-colonial Sub-Saharan 
Africa, Feierman (1998) argues that they involve complex patterns of reciprocity, entangling 
politics, labor, and property, and that they did not provide constant and reliable safety nets. 
However, the associated mechanisms have played and continue to play an intriguing role in the 
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interaction between the founders and Ugandan villagers. Several anthropologists have 
investigated the tensions between accumulation and leveling of wealth as a consequence of the 
spread of capitalism and the emergence of middle-class, with politicians in Cameroon and new 
elites in Papua New Guinea raising boundaries between themselves and their poorer fellow 
citizens as methods to protect them from requests that used to be culturally valid (Geschiere 
1997, Gewertz and Errington 1999). This tension also plays a role between the founders of 
Private Initiatives and Ugandan villagers, but their charitable efforts and their outsider status 
make the founders less assertive in defining and maintaining such boundaries, allowing local 
social customs to stretch and potentially redefine them.  
As part of my overall dissertation field research, I observed the Private Initiatives and 
their activities in the villages, visited some of their project sites, and interviewed six of ten 
founders and co-founders. In the following two sections, I analyze the websites of four Private 
Initiatives and two semi-structured interviews with individual founders. The four Private 
Initiatives selected for web analyzes represent a diversity in ideological approaches, while the 
two interviews were those I conducted toward the end of my field work period, when I was in a 
better position to ask questions relevant to the topic of this paper. I want to note that I use the 
real names of the Private Initiatives when I talk about information publicly ava ilable through the 
internet. However, I refrain from identifying the other four Private Initiatives, from linking 
Private Initiatives with individual founders interviewed, and from providing any other contextual 
information, in order to protect my informants’ identities. 
 
5.2 Conservation Initiatives 
“Kibale is an amazing place, home to the densest primate population in all of Africa. 
The forest is also classified as an Important Bird Area, with 339 bird species, and 
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hosts 77 species of mammals, 75 species of reptiles and amphibians, and at least 12 
fish species. Tragically, the park is being cut down for firewood.”2 
This statement underlies the environmental education activities under the Kibale Fuel Wood 
Project, which became active around the park in 2006. The founders take moral guidance from a 
widespread and institutionalized conservation ideology focusing on the protection of natural 
areas through the exclusion of local people. Following this ideology, they perceive these 
people’s subsistence activities as a threat to the continued existence of the forest. The founders 
primarily aim to convince people to support the existence of the park and to appropriate Western 
aesthetic and protectionist views of nature and wildlife. The project consists of three 
components: encouraging people to plant fast-growing tree species, building fuel efficient stoves, 
and doing outreach education through so-called “science centers,” outdoor movie shows, 
educational competitions, and workshops. The founders expect that, if people plant trees on their 
own land and use the stoves, they will have wood readily available and need less of it, thereby 
removing the motivation to go into the park to collect wood there. In addition, if people value 
and appreciate wildlife aesthetically, this would provide further motivation to support the 
existence of the park. 
The Kibale Fuel Wood Project is a classic example of environmentality (Agrawal 2005), 
referring to efforts to create “environmental subjects” by convincing people neighboring the park 
to cooperate with park management, and to even become conservationists—this in spite of the 
involuntary sacrifices that these villagers make on a daily basis, such as loss of crops due to 
raiding animals and loss of access to natural resources. This initiative is based on the assumption 
that “the park is being cut down for firewood,” something not directly supported by scientific 
data. The website states:  
                                                 
2
 http://newnaturefoundation.org/, accessed 20 March 2011. 
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“Although it is illegal to cut native trees inside Kibale National Park, rangers turn a 
blind eye to the problem; villagers are simply trying to get enough wood to cook for 
their families. But numerous endangered and endemic species are being harmed 
irreparably by the practice. Read more about the damage to the forest in some of the 
Chapman’s articles, here, or on the Kibale Ecohealth Project site, here.”3 
Some of the scientific studies that can be found through the links in this text focus on the 
abundance and health of primate populations in “logged” forests or in forest fragments outside 
the park (e.g. Chapman et al. 2000, Chapman et al. 2005, Onderdonk & Chapman 2000). 
Logging is, however, not the same as firewood collection and concerns the commercial 
extraction of mature trees for timber or charcoal or the clearing of land for agriculture. As I 
pointed out in Chapter 4, on the basis of various quantitative studies done in and around Kibale 
National Park, people collecting firewood for household use often rely on elephant grass and 
woody herbs on regenerating fallow land (Naughton-Treves et al. 2007:232). It is uncommon for 
them to cut down big mature trees since they would need proper equipment and manpower. In 
addition, forest cover inside the park has shown little change between 1984 and 2003 and 
actually increased (Hartter & Southworth 2009). Several researchers have pointed out that many 
landscapes worldwide currently under protection status were in some way shaped by human 
activities, and that limited resource extraction may benefit biodiversity (Botkin 1992, Fairhead & 
Leach 1996, MacKenzie et al. 2012, Robbins et al. 2006).  
The founders of the Kibale Fuel Wood Project, however, suggest that, if the collection of 
firewood from the park can be stopped, the park can be “saved.” For example, in the spring 2007 
newsletter, there is a picture of a woman with a machete cutting in a small bush. This picture has 
the provoking subtitle “Chopping the park down…” The next picture shows the same woman 
                                                 
3
 http://www.ch imp-n-sea.org/projects/kibale-community-fuel-wood-project/, accessed 14 June 2009 (this is an old 
version of the project website).  
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walking away with a bunch of branches on her head subtitled “…carrying the park away.” In the 
surrounding story, the author argues that the park is inexcusably being cut down for firewood.  
The founders have encountered some difficulties in achieving behavioral and attitude 
changes among people who face daily challenges in putting food on the table. Some villagers 
may see benefits in planting trees at home and using fuel efficient stoves to reduce their 
dependency on the park, and some may appropriate the associated aesthetic and protectionist 
perspectives of nature. However, they are confronted with complex contradictions between such 
conservation ideologies and the realities of daily life. For example, some of the outdoor village 
movie shows display certain animals, such as elephants, as beautiful creatures with complex 
social structures and behaviors worthy of protection, while the villagers experience elephants as 
dangerous and destructive crop raiders (Naughton-Treves 1996). I interviewed a Ugandan 
professional active in conservation education around the park who described people explicitly 
challenging ideas that they should support the protection of the forest without compensation for 
their crop losses: 
“It becomes tricky because whenever you have to talk about conservation, people 
need to be helped either one way or the other. They say, “Hm, your elephants crop 
raid my crops.” It somehow demoralizes my job, because, I find, how can I help? I 
am supposed to spread the gospel of conservation, but this part is more technical. 
They say, “We are not benefiting.””  
The existence of villager resistance against participation in project activities and appropriation of 
the associated conservation ideologies is further illustrated by the fact that the founders have 
started to organize contests where people planting the most trees can win bikes or where people 
writing poems about elephants can win school supplies or a mosquito net. While these 
adjustments represent an intensification rather than a revision of the project’s aim to contribute to 
the protection of the park, the founders do increasingly recognize the challenges faced by local 
people in subsistence activities. The earlier version of the website already contained text that 
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addressed the health dangers posed by traditional stoves, something that would be solved by the 
fuel efficient stoves: “Three-stone stoves produce large amounts of black smoke and much of 
their heat-energy is lost to the surrounding air. The smoke is a health risk for the entire family, 
but especially the women who are normally the ones cooking.”4 Similarly, a promotional video 
uploaded to the internet in 2010 includes many pictures and footage of smiling people 
appreciating the project activities, saying “I love the stove” or “I love Sesbania,” which is the 
tree species promoted by the founders. Toward the end, text in the video states “The Kibale Fuel 
Wood Project. Educating communities. Protecting wildlife. Empowering individuals.” With 
these images and texts, the founders cast their project as not only protecting the park, but also as 
helping local people. 
These discourses represent a moral quilt, with founders drawing from different sources of 
moral guidance to justify their project, without explicitly addressing tensions between them. 
Founders are apparently aware of the authority and pervasiveness of development ideologies and 
feel compelled to address them. This might be a response to local resistances, or an attempt to 
more effectively speak to the visitors of the website, possibly both. I have no indications, 
however, that the founders have used these meta-discursive negotiations as guidance to 
fundamentally adjust their project activities and to better address concerns about people’s 
livelihoods. In fact, the founders have recently removed the word “community” from their 
original name: Kibale Community Fuel Wood Project. Though it may be for purposes of brevity, 
the removal is symbolic of the fact that the project was not designed primarily by and for the 
community.  
 
 
                                                 
4
 http://newnaturefoundation.org/, accessed 20 March 2011. 
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5.3 Development Initiatives 
The fact that the founders of seven out of eight Private Initiatives designed their projects to 
support bottom-up development efforts indexes a serious engagement with local perspectives and 
desires, a trend actively pursued and created by the local villagers themselves. Through long-
term involvement in rural areas, a foreigner slowly gains a particula r position in the social 
structures, one that is associated with friendships, adopted family status, and sometimes 
community membership, all of which carry certain social responsibilities. As I was staying with 
my first host family, Ugandan rangers working around the park regularly asked me if the 
villagers had made any requests for money. The rangers thought this was a highly inappropriate 
practice leveled at visiting Bazungu5, a term generally used to refer to whites, who were per 
definition considered to be rich. However, during my stay in Uganda I received rather few such 
direct requests. It was much more common for villagers to attempt to pull me into long-term and 
invested relationships through gift-giving, and these efforts were also more successful in gaining 
my involvement and occasional financial support. Quite regularly would someone, usually a 
friend or neighbor of my host family, hand me peanuts, avocados, eggs, or milk, an act that 
obliged me to reciprocate. I regularly brought groceries from the town nearby, including bread 
and tea, or made fried doughnuts called mandazi. These types of interactions often preceded the 
application of the term “friendship,” both by the villager and by me. There were a few situations 
in which I provided small amounts of money to support such friends, apart from the standard 
contribution to my host families, when I knew they faced problems paying for basic needs, for 
school fees, or for urgent health care. I heard countless stories of individual foreigners 
                                                 
5
 The founders of Private In itiat ives were generally white Europeans and North Americans and, to my knowledge, 
always referred to as Bazungu. However, since a thorough discussion of racial dimensions is beyond the scope of 
this chapter, and to avoid stereotypical assumptions, I refer to the founders as fo reigners rather than as whites. 
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sponsoring the education of one or more Ugandan children, some of whom managed to obtain a 
university degree and a well-paid job in the capital. 
The founders of many Private Initiatives also regularly refer to cross-cultural friendships, 
to village friends facing difficulties accessing schooling and health care, and to the local desire 
for good education and for development and improvement more broadly, for example on their 
websites and during interviews and conversations. Ugandans have been exposed to ideologies 
about development and progress since the colonial period, through missionary endeavors as well 
as government initiatives. Yoweri Museveni, president since 1986, implemented an Economic 
Recovery Program in cooperation with the World Bank and the IMF in 1987 and subsequently 
attracted a wave of large multi-million and multi-year development aid and projects. Even 
though donor relations allegedly contributed to the obstruction of a multiparty democracy and 
optimistic poverty assessments have been widely challenged (Hauser 1999; McGee 2004), rural 
Ugandans have observed these transformations through a growing middle-class of politicians and 
administrators, investments in infrastructure, and local government projects focusing on 
agriculture and business initiatives. Many of my local informants had appropriated the language 
of improvement and expressed the associated desires, including a desire for global connectivity 
through the foreigners visiting the park. One informant living in the tourist village of Bigodi put 
it into words as follows. He expressed these thoughts after I had asked how he was first exposed 
to conservation and how his views had changed over time, and after his initial description of the 
evictions and the development of tourism: 
“Here we have some children who are being paid for by the whites. We have a 
library and it was established by the whites. They gave us books, but all because of 
the things we conserved.” 
“If you take a drink with a white and you become his or her friend, when he or she is 
going back home, you get something from him or her, something that can help you 
for like two years. Because others, I see they are left with like vehicles, like when 
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you are on research and you have a vehicle. Now when he/she is going back, you are 
the one who is remaining in Uganda, you remain with the vehicle and you also get a 
chance to drive which could not have been the case. Or he/she can construct a house 
for you, which you could not have built soon.” 
I suggest that the villagers making requests for financial assistance and pulling foreign visitors 
into social relationships express local ideologies about social solidarity and the redistribution of 
wealth that have been oriented to foreigners’ practices and responses over the years, particularly 
since the late 1980s with the increase of tourism and of development projects. As three of the 
development initiatives around Kibale National Park illustrate, the tensions between Western 
charitable practices and local leveling mechanisms can be quite productive in creating new forms 
of small-scale global aid. 
The Kibale Student Support Programme started in 1988 to provide financial support for 
orphaned children in school, while the Kasiisi Project started in 1997 to build structures for 
schools and provide scholarships to students. Both initiatives support students in primary and 
secondary school, onto a vocational training or university. The Kibale Conservation and Health 
Project started in 2007 and has set up and managed a health centre near the research station just 
inside the park boundary with a fulltime nurse and a medical doctor advisor. The websites of all 
three initiatives, and an interview with the founders of the Kibale Conservation and Health 
Project available on YouTube video6 created by a university-affiliated organization called Seeds 
of Change, discuss the emergence of the Private Initiative and include narratives about local 
involvement, friendships, and an intimate understanding of local problems with regard to 
education, employment, health care, and crop raiding. Two statements made at different points in 
the YouTube video capture some of this quite well: 
Founder 1: “How the clinic came about is really, we kinda got to know the 
community, because, you know, the community is just, well, 50 meters from the gate, 
                                                 
6
 http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=2kM7aMg7IHw, accessed 24 March 2011.  
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outside of the gate, so we got to know them really well. And, you know, we thought, 
was there something we could kinda do for the community? And, you know, talking 
to the community, they always say what they want is, they want jobs, but you can’ t 
employ very many people, so this was kind of a second idea [...].” 
Founder 2: “We certainly looked into, what the folks around the park were interested 
in and [..] they’re really concerned about access to medical care, because it’s far 
away and it’s expensive, so we provide a medical centre that is closer and, then by 
offsetting the costs so they don’t have to pay for the consultation fee, there is a 
benefit to them.” 
These statements express a primary concern with the local people the founders have come to 
know so well and reflect an interest to design a project based on perceived local needs. These 
narratives are rather similar for the two other initiatives.  
Although the three Private Initiatives have a primary focus on development through 
education or health care, some of the founders also apply conservation ideologies to explain and 
justify their project activities. The website of the Kibale Student Support Programme contains no 
mention of conservation whatsoever. This is despite the fact that the founder once coordinated 
the Kibale Tree Planting Project (1986-1993), a project somewhat similar to the Kibale Fuel 
Wood Project and focusing primarily on conservation. However, the Kasiisi Project’s annual 
reports for 2009 and 2010 contain a section titled “Conservation Education.” The items listed in 
this section concern various activities in the field of environmental education at the schools, but 
they are all organized by other NGOs that use the Kasiisi Project long-term engagement with 
various rural schools. In addition to these partnerships, the founder has started an umbrella 
organization for the Private Initiatives and other NGOs involved in education around the park 
that is called Kibale Forest Coalition for Conservation Education, an effort to streamline the 
activities of all the different organizations working independently but sometimes overlapping. 
The vision of the organization is formulated as follows: “KFCCE will be the leader for effective 
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integrated collaborative efforts to conserve Uganda’s natural resources and biodiversity.”7 The 
objectives focus on (1) environmental education, and (2) support for infrastructure development.  
Although these references to conservation ideologies primarily concern conservation 
education activities that are carried out by outside NGOs, they occasionally also appear in the 
general description of the Kasiisi Project goals. One example is the webpage titled “Education,” 
where the following is stated, before a list of conservation organizations as collaborators: 
“Conservation education has been a key work area for the Kasiisi Project from the 
beginning. The project was started by primate researchers at nearby Kibale Forest, 
Chimpanzee Refuge in large part to raise awareness among nearby communities 
about the criticality of saving the forest and its denizens. Widespread deforestation 
and over-cultivation of farmland near the forest have led to firewood shortages, 
diminishing production of crops, and adverse changes in weather patterns.”8 
These combinations of development and conservation ideologies reflect moral quilts, similar to 
those on the website of the Kibale Fuel Wood Project, with the founder of the Kasiisi Project 
appropriating conservation ideologies as alternative sources of moral guidance. However, current 
Kasiisi Project activities remain strongly focused on providing support to students and schools in 
an effort to improve general education.  
The founders of the Kibale Conservation and Health Project express comparable patterns. 
Apart from the project title, the project website does not contain the term “conservation” 
anywhere. The YouTube interview does contain some references to conservation ideologies:  
Founder 1: “So they will see this as kinda coming from the park and hopefully giving 
back a little bit and improving the park-people relationships.” 
Founder 1: “We kinda view it, in some sense, as a potential model for conservation, 
so it’s kinda bridging conservation and public health. So it’s something that is 
relatively easy. It’s a lot of work and we work really hard, but it’s relatively easy to 
give to a community. And, you know, if it works that they kinda get along better with 
the park and improves conservation relationships between park and people, it could 
                                                 
7
 http://www.kibaleforestconservation.org/, accessed 23 March 2011.   
8
 http://www.kasiisiproject.org/, accessed 23 March 2011. 
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be a way of kinda, you know, helping the local communities in parks anywhere, and 
also kinda helping the parks, decreasing illegal activities or something like that.” 
This is the only case I found where a founder explicitly attempts to merge conservation and 
development ideologies. However, the idea that a health care project might lead to villagers 
having more positive perceptions of the park, and therefore reducing their illegal activities, 
remains an indirect and rather uncertain and spatially patchy contribution to conservation 
through development. Many villagers do connect the presence of the Private Initiatives with the 
park, as my informant from Bigodi village also illustrated when he stated: “They gave us books, 
but all because of the things we conserved.” Whether this recognition means that he w ill not 
enter the park to collect resources illegally is another question. Individuals benefiting 
significantly from the presence of the park sometimes become proactive conservationists 
(Solomon 2007; MacKenzie et al. 2012). However, overall access to class mobility for villagers 
neighboring the park remains limited, and the benefits provided by Private Initiatives, by park 
management, and by other actors are insufficient to offset costs, especially those caused by crop 
raiding animals. 
The founder’s reference to the relative easiness of the project implies that the project 
activities are quite straightforward, but also that they meet little resistance or criticism, from 
local people or from the founders’ colleagues active in research and conservation. The 
development initiatives emerged from the founders’ growing relations with local villagers and 
affiliation with local desires for education and health care, while engagements with conservation 
education, if any, come secondary. At the same time, even if these initiatives would not 
contribute to the implementation of conservation ideologies at all, they pose no apparent danger 
to the protection of the park, which remains in place, and thus implicitly reinforce its boundaries.  
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5.4 Reflections 
In some of my interviews, the founders of development-oriented Private Initiatives turned out to 
be particularly self- reflective and critical of the larger implications of their activities in Uganda. 
While the data discussed above concern rather coherent moral reasoning, primarily geared 
toward development ideologies and occasionally toward conservation ideologies, the interviews 
represent much more complex combinations of arguments, doubts, and questions, with the 
founders displaying more anxiety about the moral justification of their initiatives and drawing 
from various ideologies as efforts to make sense of their activities. In this section I draw from 
two such interviews with founders of Private Initiatives that support formal education to 
illustrate these patterns. I have identified two moral dilemmas of particular interest that were 
expressed similarly by the two founders. The first concerns broader structural constraints to their 
activities, while the second concerns patterns of giving and sharing.  
When the founders cast a critical perspective on their own activities, their meta-discursive 
dilemmas concerned concrete and practical considerations, for example about the limited 
availability of jobs, about the quality of general education, asking whether it really is such an 
unquestioned good, and about the painful decisions involved in helping some individuals, not 
others. The following statements were made at different points during the two separate 
interviews, as part of longer responses to general questions about the definition and the purpose 
of education or about the founders’ relations with local villagers:  
Founder 3: “There are issues in developing countries where you end up with people 
who are educated and there aren’t enough jobs for educated people, and that causes 
problems.” 
Founder 4: “You have to be able to deal with the challenges in this world. In this 
regard, I am really critical of Western education, actually. Yes, I really wonder, are 
we learning what we should be learning?” 
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Founder 3: “So, it’s a real ethical choice I think. Ethical is the wrong word, but 
philosophical choice about who do you support. [...]. People have different, 
completely different opinions on that.” 
These meta-discursive dilemmas question development ideologies and the consequences of their 
implementation in creating competitive socio-economic hierarchies. The founders struggled to 
decide whether they should value education for its contributions to individual 
professionalization, upward class mobility, and wealth accumulation, while recognizing the 
associated dangers of unemployment, or to value education as a way to introduce better coping 
mechanisms more broadly through which individuals can gain knowledge and skills to deal with 
daily challenges more effectively. Founder 3 also contemplated the privileging of certain 
individuals and how to go about selecting those individuals. On the basis of these considerations, 
the founders face a practical choice concerning their project activities, namely between the 
satisfaction of helping a few individuals and observing the positive outcomes, and the 
frustrations associated with attempts to achieve broader structural changes that promote overall 
equality. However, they avoided explicitly phrasing possible actions that could address these 
structural problems and presented their conclusions instead. They engaged with the more 
satisfying line of action while accepting the frameworks within which they operated, something 
they justified by stressing the importance of learning, the increasing destitution associated with 
subsistence farming, the potentials for getting jobs and trickling down effects, and the ways in 
which individuals gain control over their lives through education and employment:  
Founder 3: “I think that, in lots of ways in a modern world, if you have some 
education… Maybe it’s not so much the education, maybe it’s learning to learn. It 
makes you better able to handle things. If you have to deal with taxes and bank 
accounts and all that stuff, I think it just makes your life a lot easier. And for the 
children around here, the chance to do something different rather than living on these 
tiny little farms where they exhaust the soil, and they’re so poor. For them, if they do 
well enough to get a job, then they can help the rest of the family, they can help 
educate the children.” 
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Founder 4: “Overall, I still think, yes, it is easy to do this. The pride of the children 
we have supported... They have jobs now; they have a certain control over their lives. 
[..], then I think, yes, this is a good thing.” 
It becomes apparent that, although the founders recognized the limitations and pitfalls in their 
activities, they still expressed a strong desire to “do something” in the hope to make a small 
contribution.  
The founders pointed to other moral dilemmas that were more open-ended and that 
concerned their cross-cultural interactions with Ugandan villages, particularly the ways in which 
local leveling mechanisms speak to, but also challenge and bend and stretch Western acts of 
charity. As I discussed before, the convergence between these two categories of customs is at the 
root of Private Initiatives, with on one hand the villagers’ direct requests for assistance and/or 
their efforts to pull foreign visitors into local social structures, and on the other hand the 
foreigners’ desires to make a positive contribution to the world around them. The villagers’ 
practices directed at the foreigners illustrate local expectations with regard to the redistribution 
of wealth, which have emerged in their current forms as a consequence of the history of cross-
cultural interactions facilitated by tourism and development projects and shaped by the patterns 
of responses by the foreigners. In those cases where individual foreigners have a long-term 
engagement, as often the case for the Private Initiatives, there is an increasing possibility for 
them to become implicated in these local practices beyond the simple and sometimes strategized 
or conditional handouts that reflect common Western charitable acts. As a consequence, the 
founders experience regular situated moral dilemmas throughout the set up and day-to-day 
implementation of the projects.  
When the founders discussed these tensions, they displayed an emerging awareness of 
local and Western customs as ideologies and of the ways they had been pulled into local 
relationships and the associated expectations, responsibilities, and decisions. For example, when 
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I asked about the relation between Bazungu and Ugandans, founder 3 asked me if I read the book 
African Friends and Money Matters (Maranz 2001), which focuses on the ways money features 
in social relations in African as compared to Western societies. This founder then continued to 
point to the challenges in interacting and working with Ugandan villagers, due to cultural 
differences: 
Founder 3: “[In the West] we have a very different approach to the way that we deal 
with things, you know. [...]. [In Uganda], the politics are just incredibly complex, the 
relationships between people are incredibly complex, the pressures on peop le around 
here from their families are just giant. And it’s tough. It’s really really tough. It’s 
tough. I mean, money goes, so do you care if it disappears or not? I don’t know.” 
This statement demonstrates an intimate understanding of the cultural differences that play a 
crucial role in the interactions between the founders and the Ugandan villagers. Founder 3 
realizes why money may disappear when someone experiences pressure from family members 
and remains conflicted on how to react to such events, whether to perceive it as a problem or as 
part of the deal when collaborating with Ugandan villagers. Founder 3 presented no coherent 
answer or strategy and used various qualifiers that reflect frustration and lack of solution: 
“incredibly complex,” “really, really tough.” These factors point to an ongoing situated moral 
dilemma that may be solved differently in different situations.  
Both founders expressed simultaneous frustration and admiration for the idea that 
Ugandan villagers can expect financial support from wealthier relatives and friends, including 
themselves. In response to the same question about the relation between Bazungu and Ugandans, 
founder 4 stressed that, in the past, relations with villagers followed local customs and did not 
involve the exchange of elaborate gifts other than the occasional eggs. However, some years 
later, partly due to cultural changes and partly due to the fact that this founder has access to more 
money, things changed: 
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Founder 4: “We never had much money, but now [..] I receive letters from people 
who want to study or construct a building. It wasn’t like that in those first years, 
because I didn’t have it. And the culture wasn’t like that either; that developed later. 
The culture [of making requests] develops when more whites come, who have the 
tendency to give something, [..]. That is a shame…” 
This founder provided examples of meetings with villagers who expect that the bill for 
transportation and lunch would be paid, and more generally discussed the customs of making 
requests to foreigners. Building on Western ideas about friendship that rarely involve significant 
financial inequalities, with bills usually split equally between friends, the founder expressed a 
moral judgment with regard to these customs when stating “That is a shame…” Founder 4 
acknowledged the role of foreigners who have raised expectations by handing out money without 
putting much thought into it. However, when I asked this founder to compare leveling 
mechanisms directed at Ugandans with those directed at foreigners, the answer contained 
different and apparently contradictory perspectives: 
Founder 4: “If I have money [in the West], everyone thinks it’s rather ordinary if I 
keep for myself. It’s my own decision. But if you have money [in Uganda], the 
pressure from your extended family, that pressure becomes very strong. [..], when 
Ugandans have a certain position with a salary, then all kinds of uncles, aunts, nieces, 
and nephews will come, because it is normal that you help them. [...]. We consider 
this corruption [..], but there is an underlying pattern that they are supposed to share 
money. And, actually, that’s the way things should be. That’s the way it should be.” 
Founder 4: “Or you are in a restaurant and your server says, “Yes I work here, but I 
would really like to go back to school.” On one hand, I think, you are totally right. If 
you don’t ask it, you won’t get it. Of course you should ask it. But it changes the 
relationships a lot. These are strange relationships really, yes, where things are 
unequal…” 
These statements contain a sense of understanding of these levelling mechanisms. Like founder 
3, founder 4 was cautious to judge the disappearance of money as corruption by recognizing the 
expectations and pressures to which individuals with access to organization funds are exposed. 
Founder 4 even expressed admiration for the patterns of sharing when stating: “that’s the way 
things should be. That’s the way it should be.” Founder 4 further reflected on the requests being 
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made to foreigners, judged a few minutes before, by stating: “Of course you should ask it,” 
thereby recognizing a certain logic in the practice. By characterizing relationships involving 
inequality as strange, founder 4 expressed a certain unease with class privilege, particularly that 
of European and American visitors, and with the ways that Ugandan leveling mechanisms 
challenge the Western-style boundaries raised around individual accumulation of wealth and 
voluntary giving through charity.  
All these statements in the interviews concerning charity and levelling mechanisms are 
meta-discursive reflections of very real and ongoing situated moral dilemmas, and are much 
more pressing and immediate than the dilemmas discussed previously. After all, if a founder 
notices that many of the children educated through their projects end up unemployed, or 
considers the poor quality of the primary schools, these observations do not require an immediate 
solution, but can be put on hold and carefully examined at a later time. When a founder interacts 
with a local Ugandan who requests money for her children in school or who has loaned project 
money to relatives, this founder needs to make an on-the-spot decision. These are moments 
where local leveling mechanisms begin to successfully penetrate Western hegemonic practices 
that prioritize individual accumulation.  
 
5.5 Conclusion 
This paper has illustrated how the Private Initiatives operate within historical and geographical 
constraints and how the founders appropriate and reproduce globally circulating conservation 
and development ideologies. In general, there are many tensions between these ideologies, and 
especially large-scale centralized and commercial extractive types of development present 
serious threats to conservation. However, the two ideologies often relate to each other as two 
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sides of the same coin, promoting separation of humans and nature, with nature sometimes 
presenting a source of development and sometimes a symbol of development. These tensions and 
connections are also reflected by the moral quilts on the websites of the Private Initiatives, with 
the conservation initiative attempting to incorporate development ideologies and the 
development initiatives attempting to incorporate conservation ideologies. Despite the 
complementary nature of these ideologies, the conservation initiative meets with more local 
resistance, reflecting villagers’ prioritization of development, possibly as a precondition for 
conservation. While the development initiatives rarely incorporate typical conservation activities, 
they also do not challenge the existence of the park and thereby implicitly reinforce its 
boundaries. 
Thus, although these Private Initiatives tend to work around and somewhat separate from 
the top-down chain of donors and state agencies, they often still reproduce desire-driven 
processes toward “progress” that has been instated through hundreds of years of colonial and 
post-/neocolonial activities. This includes the promotion of protected areas management, as well 
as formal education, the creation of job-dependent professionals, and village- level class 
differentiation. While the vast majority of villagers are eager to embrace institutional 
conservation and development ideologies, the poorest and politically most marginalized villagers 
regularly fail due to their lack of access to class mobility, their frustration with crop raiding 
problems, and their evaluation of the park as a bad neighbor. The founders’ meta-discursive 
dilemmas on the structural limitations of their projects present a transformative potential to their 
reproduction of this trend, although particularly challenging to address successfully. The ways 
the villagers pull the founders into situated dilemmas about social solidarity may have more 
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potential to stretch Western charitable practices into new spheres, on the basis of small everyday 
decisions, rather than on the basis of complex structural changes.  
The significance of Kristof’s “Do-It-Yourself Foreign Aid Movement” goes beyond what 
he celebrates, since this movement facilitates a productive convergence of institutional and local 
ideologies through the founders, who occupy a particularly complex social space between the 
national park and the local communities. The question remains whether this new trend is 
significant on larger scales in providing potentials to transform global systems of inequality and 
to productively work across cultural and class differences. However, these emerging types of 
individual global connections do open up new possibilities for the distribution of intimate 
understanding of local ideologies that is not channeled though and censored by global 
institutions. 
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CHAPTER 6: OF TECHNOCRATIC MACHINERY 
 
“I hear some conservationists think that you can conserve nature, in conditions of 
underdevelopment. Now let me tell you that this is not possible. You cannot maintain 
underdevelopment, and at the same time achieve conservation. Why? This is because the biggest 
threat to the ecosystems, where these animals live, are the human beings. Many human beings, 
who are engaged in primitive agriculture, and in search of firewood, who need energy, who 
depend on fuel wood for, for energy, and in search of, building materials. These are the ones 
who, who, who endanger the ecosystems, where these animals live.” 
(President Museveni, International Primatological Society Congress, June 2006, Entebbe) 
 
President Museveni’s reasoning, in this speech to the world’s primatologists, is a common one 
that blames poor subsistence farmers for deforestation, justifying the push for more and 
improved forms of development, while ignoring the evidence that development has in fact 
intensified poverty, global inequality, as well as environmental degradation (Escobar 1995). 
Many researchers have provided detailed statistics and models to explain the main causes of 
deforestation worldwide, often pointing to population pressure, firewood needs, and shifting 
cultivation (e.g. Allen & Barnes 1985, Myers 1993). However, other researchers illuminate poor 
quality data and weak methodology that make the results of many models questionable 
(Angelsen & Kaimowitz 2000). In addition, the widely used definition for deforestation from the 
Food and Agriculture Organization is rather narrow: “Deforestation is the conversion of forest to 
another land use or the long-term reduction of tree canopy cover below the 10% threshold.” 
(FRA 2000). This definition excludes the clearing of forests for monoculture tree plantations, for 
example oil palm for the biofuel industry. Various scholars argue that a focus on population 
pressure or poverty alone as driving deforestation oversimplifies the issues, leading to widely 
circulating and accepted myths, and to misguided conservation and development policies 
(Angelsen & Kaimowitz 2000, Geist & Lambin 2002, Lambin et al. 2001). Instead, these 
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scholars point to the role of economic liberalization and adjustment, or global forces, national 
policies and economic opportunities as the main factors driving deforestation. On the basis of his 
assumptions about underdevelopment as the main threat to ecosystems, President Museveni 
proposed the development of energy generation, particularly hydro, solar, geothermal, and wind, 
and the promotion of urbanization through industrialization. These types of solutions are also the 
ones he has pursued throughout much of his political career and continues to pursue today.  
 The president’s speech illuminates the national- level moral negotiations that drive the 
patterns I have described in previous chapters, particularly toward the separation of humans and 
nature, with on one hand the protected areas, and on the other hand intensified national 
development, leading to the widening of socioeconomic inequalities and class stratification. 
While some conservationists acknowledge that development poses a threat to conservation, they 
may use this as an argument against the development of people living around protected areas 
(e.g. Oates 1999). There is relatively little room for a paradigm shift, for example by recognizing 
alternative views of human wellbeing, of the relation between humans and nature, and of the 
accumulation and distribution of wealth. These types of alternative views do remain abundant, 
especially in non-urban societies worldwide, as I also illustrated in Chapter 4, but there are few 
opportunities for such views to successfully penetrate the thick and pervasive layer of 
institutional conservation and development ideologies that are backed by armies of professionals 
and tremendous sums of money. In the meantime, the technocratic machinery is going strong in 
Uganda and spreading deep into rural areas. President Museveni, in office since 1986, was 
reelected in 2011 for another five years and shows no signs of dramatically changing political 
and economic course.  
306 
This chapter is a provisional conclusion of this research project. In the following sections, 
I briefly summarize the findings from the previous chapters and investigate the linkages with 
national- level institutional governance in its urban contexts as largely driven by international 
donors and class-based moral reproduction. I also examine new possibilities for engaged 
anthropology to contribute to environmental justice and to social justice more broadly.  
 
6.1 Morality and Class Differentiation 
In this dissertation, I have traced the establishment and growth of the national institutional 
landscape, and the associated circulation of global institutional conservation and development 
ideologies around Kibale National Park, Uganda. Chapter 2 has illustrated the lack of creativity 
and potentials for different trajectories in the progression of conservation practices in the 
country. Most representatives of donors, state institutions, and NGOs who attended a crucial 
symposium in 1989 perceived a need for the country to catch up with the rest of the world in 
terms of protected areas management, rather than an opportunity to define different conservation 
strategies on the basis of lessons learned elsewhere. As a consequence, donor funding and 
government efforts first worked toward the reinforcement of protected area boundaries and the 
creation of national parks in the early 1990s, sometimes associated with the violent exclusion of 
people. This implementation of the aesthetic exclusionary conservation ideology was followed 
by efforts to add the implementation of community-based and neoliberal conservation ideologies. 
Through a combination of physical and psychological coercion, the Uganda Wildlife Authority 
and the Kibale and Semliki Conservation and Development Project applied divide-and-rule 
strategies to stimulate villagers living around Kibale National Park to police each other and 
become “voluntary” rangers patrolling the boundaries of the park. At the same time, forest inside 
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the park became commodified by the FACE Foundation, later Face the Future, through their 
carbon-credit schemes.  
These projects already show the signs of increasing divisions between people who benefit 
from the existence of a national park and people who benefit relatively little or even carry most 
of the costs. While small numbers of individual villagers participating in these projects may 
access resources and/or jobs, their neighbors continue to be excluded from these opportunities. 
At the same time, the largest percentages of profits go to national and international organizations, 
including the Uganda Wildlife Authority and Face the Future. Chapter 3 further illustrates these 
divisions, focusing on the middle class status and aspirations of local state agents and their 
efforts to reinforce those ideologies, particularly neoliberal conservation and development 
ideologies that facilitated their own class mobility. It is obvious that local state agents have been 
strongly disciplined into their institutions and have a stronger affiliation with their professional 
identity and their colleagues than with the people they are expected to govern. This is 
particularly the case for local UWA agents who are regularly transferred to avoid that they may 
express increasing solidarity with local villagers. Both local UWA agents and local government 
agents usually work with small groups of select villagers, which sustains a level of moral 
agreement in their efforts to set up income-generating projects, while at the same time insulating 
the agents from interactions with, and moral pressures from, the poorest most marginalized 
villagers. However, the complicity of privileged villagers in this process is not complete, due to 
their continuing sense of social responsibility toward their neighbors. At the same time, these 
villagers’ efforts to address their larger concerns about crop raiding, poverty, and corruption 
remain rather fruitless.  
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Chapter 4 confirms the relation between villagers’ access to class mobility and their 
ability to successfully appropriate institutional conservation and development ideologies. 
Villagers may express their eagerness for progress and for the protection of the park in speeches, 
songs, plays, and interviews, but their frustrations with the continuing problem of crop raiding by 
elephants and with their lack of a voice in negotiations with the Uganda Wildlife Authority and 
other actors give rise to tensions and moral dilemmas. Those villagers living further away from 
the park boundary and/or having access to new sources of income, for example through the 
research and tourist stations or through local government development programs, are further 
removed from these tensions and dilemmas. Much like local state agents, they may attempt to 
encourage people to accept the crop raiding problems and to look for alternative solutions to lift 
themselves out of poverty. Following the neoliberal development ideology, they reinforce the 
idea that individuals need to take responsibility for their own wellbeing, while ignoring structural 
inequalities and obstacles, and the fact that the accumulation of wealth for some tends to be at 
the expense of others. Whether local ideologies about social solidarity will remain prevalent will 
depend on the levels of class differentiation in the villages. While tourism has been an important 
source of income for many people in Bigodi Parish, the increasing role of outside investors is 
requiring the villagers to adjust to the shift from shoestring and budget tourism to tour operator 
clients. In other words, the villagers largely remain subjected to external loci of control, in park 
management, in tourism, in conservation and development efforts more broadly.  
 Chapter 5 illustrates that some founders of Private Initiatives provide more opportunities 
for the counter-hegemonic movement of local ideologies than local state agents. The founders 
are positioned in a particularly complex social and moral space between the park and the local 
communities and are exposed to a wide range of moral pressures. In their growing relations with 
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villagers, they face a resistance against conservation-oriented project activities and a shared 
appreciation for development efforts through education and health care. Although these activities 
are socially satisfying, the founders continue to be critical about the structural limitations in 
achieving broader positive change. In addition, in their day to day interactions with villagers, 
they find that their charitable efforts become stretched into new arenas by local mechanisms 
toward the redistribution of wealth, and they have a growing appreciation of the ways Ugandan 
villagers can rely on each other for financial assistance, even though it tends to work against 
individual class mobility, and may sometimes interfere with organizational budgets. The 
associated situated moral dilemmas that the founders experience, and their day-to-day decisions 
in solving them, may have rather minimal and highly individual and localized effects, but they 
illustrate the upward transformative potentials of more long-term intimate relations and some 
shared objectives, components largely removed from most institutional governance efforts. In the 
next section, I discuss how this moral distance is maintained through donor funding and the 
creation and maintenance of an urban professional middle class, often even further removed from 
interaction with their subjects than local state agents.  
 
6.2 Urban Centers of Governance 
A history of many multimillion dollar donor projects since the 1980s to strengthen the protected 
areas network and management in Uganda (see Appendix B) has not only had its effects on the 
ground, in and around those areas, but has strongly defined institutional culture in Kampala. 
Donor funding contributed to the creation of the Uganda Wildlife Authority in 1996 and of the 
National Forestry Authority in 2004. However, the flows of money went beyond these 
institutions and involved complex arrangements, subcontracts, and a wide range of actors. For 
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example, the USAID PRIME/West project, active between 2003 and 2008 and involving US$ 15 
million, subcontracted 32 organizations for a total of US$ 4.8 million. These organizations for 
example included the Wildlife Conservation Society, the Jane Goodall Institute, NatureUganda, 
and the Wildlife Clubs of Uganda. The overall project was coordinated and implemented by a n 
international company called Development Alternatives Inc., and until 2006 in cooperation with 
other similar companies, namely ECI Africa, Management Systems International, Innovative 
Resource Management, and the Training Resources Group. Other big donor projects involved 
similar constructions, although sometimes the funding was sent to a national institution, such as 
the National Environment Management Authority or the Uganda Wildlife Authority, which 
would then organize the subcontracts. The European Commission funded the National Forestry 
Authority between 2002 and 2006, and a CARE project between 2005 and 2009, called 
Strengthening and Empowering Civil Society for Participatory Forest Management in East 
Africa (EMPAFORM). This NGO project aimed to support communities around forest reserves 
to negotiate with the National Forestry Authority for their rights. In other words, donor funding 
has helped sustain many organizations based in the capital, as well as the complex relations 
between them. This funding has provided employment for the administrators who designed the 
blueprints for governance on the ground, and for the agents in the field working toward 
implementation.   
During my time in Uganda in 2008, many professional conservationists expressed a fear 
that changes in funding strategies meant a reduced priority for environmental protection and a 
breakdown of the associated governing structures and practices that had been built over the 
years. Most large donors1 had agreed on a Joint Assistance Strategy for Uganda for 2005 to 2009 
                                                                 
1
 African Development Bank, Austria, Belgium, Denmark, European Commission, Germany, Ireland, the 
Netherlands, Norway, Sweden, UK Department for International Development, and the World Bank . 
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(African Development Bank et al. 2005), aiming to streamline and harmonize donor assistance 
and to provide support for the government’s Poverty Eradication Action Plan (PEAP) 
(Government of Uganda 2004). The government had implemented, revised, and adjusted this 
action plan since 1997. The World Bank and the IMF accepted it as the Poverty Reduction 
Strategy Paper, which was a new form of the Structural Adjustment Plans. Thus, the donors 
agreed to abandon their individual projects and invest in the country’s general budget towards 
the implementation of the five PEAP pillars instead: 1 – Economic Management; 2 – Enhancing 
Production, Competitiveness, and Incomes; 3 – Security, Conflict Resolution, and Disaster 
Management; 4 – Good Governance; 5 – Human Development. The environment fell under pillar 
2 and was not a priority. The UK Department for International Development, Germany, and the 
Netherlands disengaged from environmental programs, while the remaining actors were the 
World Bank and the African Development Bank. Of course, donors that did not participate in the 
Joint Assistance Strategy, such as USAID, continued to implement their projects separate from 
the PEAP.   
 Although the Uganda Wildlife Authority and the National Forestry Authority were 
aiming to become self-sufficient, to generate various sources of income, and to organize different 
types of comanagement partnerships with private investors, many actors recognized that 
protected areas could be valuable for other uses. For example, in 2006, Hima Cement gained 
approval to reopen the Dura Quarry inside Queen Elizabeth National Park to mine for limestone. 
In addition, in the same year, significant amounts of oil and gas were discovered in the Albertine 
Rift Valley alongside Uganda’s border with the Democratic Republic of Congo, particularly in 
the areas surrounding Lake Albert and inside Murchison Falls National Park. In a New Vision 
newspaper article in 2009, the then Executive Director of the Uganda Wildlife Authority Moses 
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Mapesa attempted to address people’s concerns about the implications for protected areas 
management: 
“A study was jointly commissioned to assess whether oil exploration and ultimately 
production can be undertaken alongside nature conservation and to address any 
aspects of natural resource management and socio-economic issues. The study was 
conducted independently by one foreign expert and a Ugandan one and the simple 
conclusion was that it is possible to undertake oil production within a wildlife 
protected area and for that matter any conservation area, without adverse impacts as 
long as mitigation measures are implemented.”2 
Whether his optimism was grounded remains to be seen, but not all national interests in natural 
resources are easily combined with conservation through protected areas. In April 2007, about 
1,000 people demonstrated in Kampala against the government’s plan to turn one-third of a 
forest reserve, Mabira Forest, into a sugar plantation for the Sugar Corporation of Uganda Ltd., 
jointly owned by the Ugandan Government and an Indian conglomerate. The demonstrations 
turned violent, with some of the violence turning against Asians in the city. One man was beaten 
to death and a Hindu temple was damaged3. Although President Museveni had pushed for the 
“Mabira Giveaway,” he eventually backed down due to the immense opposition. However, the 
issue resurfaced in 2011 and the pressure on the forest remains.  
 During an interview, one of my informants, a Ugandan conservationist, expressed his 
reflections on the complex institutional landscape and the emerging pressures on protected areas. 
After I asked him how he would evaluate current efforts towards the development of Uganda, he 
stated: 
“These efforts come from many angles. There are political efforts, there are 
socioeconomic efforts, maybe even interfacing politics, then there are individual 
efforts, we call them private sector efforts. I think the efforts so far, they could be ok, 
as long as they have no direct negative impacts on the environment in general. 
However, we have on ground institutions and agencies, like NEMA, the National 
Environment Management Authority, we have NFA, National Forestry Authority, 
                                                                 
2
 New Vision 25 August 2009, http://www.newvision.co.ug/D/8/20/692417, accessed 13 March 2012. 
3
 BBC News 12 April 2007, http://news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/africa/6548107.stm, accessed 13 March 2012. 
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now we have UWA on the animal side, and we have got also ministries of water, of 
environment, ministries of natural resources, ministries of agricultural concern and 
the rest. Those are there, fine, they should be the watchdogs. But the only problem 
they have is disharmony in their policies and laws. Because sometimes they are 
antagonistic and they end up destroying the sector of the other one if they are not 
careful. Right, that is the only problem. But otherwise most efforts I think are ok. 
They are guided by some good information, researchers, research, and debate. And 
these institution on the ground, the National Environment Management Authority, 
UWA, National Forestry Authority, there is a water authority, this is the Wetland 
Inspection Division, so if we talk these resources, usually the ones to suffer most, but 
if there are these authorities, watching, and happening, and debating, and getting 
concerned, so they always inform what is happening. And the good thing, the 
government is saying, yes, any activity that involves change has to be preceded by 
environmental impact assessments. For example, Dura, the lime excavation in Dura. 
Oil! Oil excavation in the Albertine Rift, which has to do with national parks, there 
are also game reserves, it has to be preceded by an environmental impact assessment, 
which has to be approved by NEMA and the agencies that manage other resources 
there. So I see the future is bright, if indeed we can continue to accept these laws, 
regulations, develop as if they don’t call them interference. It’s well and good so far, 
yes.” 
Although my informant was concerned about the different institutions’ functioning as watchdogs 
to control development efforts and their effects for conservation, due to “disharmony in their 
policies and laws,” he also invested his trust in the processes of observation, research, and 
debate, and particularly in the environmental impact assessment. Thus, while national 
development efforts may pose a serious threat to protected areas, he did not question the need for 
the implementation of institutional development ideologies, but rather stressed the need for good 
watchdogs to limit the environmental impacts.   
 The government’s deprioritization of conservation shifted after the PEAPs were followed 
by the Uganda National Development Plan for 2010 to 2015 “Growth, Employment, and Socio-
Economic Transformation for Prosperity” (Government of Uganda 2010). This plan ranks groups 
of issues from Primary Growth Sectors, to Complimentary Sectors, Social Service Sectors, and 
Enabling Sectors. The Primary Growth Sectors include agriculture; manufacturing; mining, oil, 
and gas; forestry; housing; tourism; and ICT-business. The section on forestry focuses on 
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reforestation inside and outside protected areas, and one ambitious objective is to “restore forest 
cover from 3,604,176 hectares to 4,933,746 hectares (1990 levels) by 2015” (Government of 
Uganda 2010:95). At the same time, the environment, climate change, water resource 
management, and wetland management fall under Enabling Sectors, which are understood to be 
crosscutting, and thus have a less transparent level of priority. The budget of the plan is based on 
a completely different structure of sectors and combines Water & Environment, with subsectors 
Forestry and Water & Sanitation, which means that other environmental concerns do not appear 
explicitly on the budget. Overall, this development plan already suggests a new strong focus on 
reforestation, which is largely a consequence of the global programs on Reducing Emissions 
from Deforestation and Degradation (REDD+). REDD+ programs are being implemented by 
several multi- lateral initiatives, including the UN-REDD program, the World Bank’s Forest 
Carbon Partnership Facility, and the World Bank’s Forest Investment Program. These initiatives 
create financial incentives for developing countries toward the “sustainable management” of 
forests as a measure against climate change, and solicit and finance national REDD+ strategies 
as coauthored by a broad range of stakeholders.  
The UN-REDD program started in 2008 and currently supports 42 partner countries, 14 
of which have received a total of US$ 59.3 million for their national programs 4. The Forest 
Carbon Partnership Facility (FCPF) also started in 2008 and currently supports 37 countries 
worldwide. The FCPF coordinates two funds, the Readiness Fund (currently US$ 230 million) 
and the Carbon Fund (currently US$ 205 million)5. The Readiness Fund is used to support 
countries’ efforts to prepare for REDD+. The Government of Uganda has submitted its REDD 
Readiness Preparation Proposal to the Forest Carbon Partnership Facility in April 2011 
                                                                 
4
 UN-REDD http://www.un-redd.org/AboutUNREDDProgramme/NationalProgrammes/tabid/584/Default.aspx, 
accessed 14 March 2012. 
5
 FCPF http://www.forestcarbonpartnership.org/fcp/node/12, accessed 14 March 2012. 
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(Government of Uganda 2011). This 200-page proposal aims to get Uganda ready for REDD by 
2014. Thus, REDD+ forms a new opportunity for the strengthening of centralized control over 
forests, both inside and outside protected areas, while also contributing to “capacity building” or 
the strengthening of the layers of professional administrators and agents in the field. Worldwide, 
concerns are being raised that REDD+ will easily lead to unequal distribution of benefits, to the 
violation of rights of vulnerable people with regard to land tenure and access to community 
forests, and to a return to strict protectionism accompanied with forced evictions (Beymer-Farris 
& Bassett 2012, Lyster 2011, Ribot & Larson 2011). Many NGOs, academics, and activists have 
begun to monitor REDD+ programs, and are raising their voices about the potentially disas trous 
effects of implementation.  
 
6.3 Opportunities for Engagement 
These national- level developments suggest a continuance of the processes toward 
institutionalization, professionalization, and class differentiation, as well as tight linkages 
between conservation and development, with conservation strongly dictated by, rather than 
posing serious challenges to, development. I want to use my research findings to revisit the 
question I pose in Chapter 1, namely: what opportunities exist for an appropriate, effective, and 
nuanced engaged anthropology that promotes environmental justice? The most common 
approach activists take is “top-down,” by critically engaging with state policy and practice, and 
pushing for radical reforms. This dissertation has illustrated the many obstacles to the success of 
this approach in challenging the linkages between class interests and institutional governance. 
The largely unfulfilled promises of community-based conservation have not discouraged people 
to try to work with and within the institutional framework to enhance environmental justice. For 
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example, villagers have asserted their suggestions during meetings with UWA, including the idea 
that revenue sharing money should be used for compensation for crop losses to wild animals. 
Although various community conservation provisions exist, aiming to provide villagers with 
opportunities to express these types of suggestions, such provisions are generally poorly 
implemented and villagers have no access to significant decision-making power or voting rights. 
My own attempts to help achieve small changes by supporting villagers’ resistances and by 
sharing my recommendations have turned out similarly futile and unsuccessful. 
 Other actors that occasionally work toward environmental justice are Ugandan 
representatives of NGOs. These representatives often work as advocates in negotiations between 
government institutions and rural citizens. While they work within the same institutional 
framework and tend to function as the state’s right hand in acknowledging and reinforcing state 
governance, they may also become more critical of institutional ideologies than expected on the 
basis of donor funding patterns. For example, two informants from different organizations and 
on different occasions told me they would like to see that people living around protected areas 
receive regular standardized payments to compensate for crop raiding and other costs, allowing 
the replacement of many existing programs, such as revenue sharing and resource use 
agreements. Such proposals to put cash in the hands of villagers, instead of funding conservation 
and development projects created by administrators and implemented by agents in the field, 
would cut out the middlemen and undermine the technocratic machinery.  
 Radical suggestions for change do sometimes find their way into policy, regularly in 
toned down versions, and forming complex moral quilts in combination with institutional 
conservation and development ideologies, as illustrated in Chapter 3. However, the transition 
from policy to practice is particularly weak due to limited funding to successfully address all 
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policies and due to the fact that ideological tensions are often left unexplored in policy and play 
out in practice, pushing agents in the field to set priorities and make moral decisions. Strong 
professional middle-class affiliations heavily influence the outcome of such decisions. Thus, 
some policies aim to recognize human rights and local perspectives on nature, but such aims are 
not consistently addressed in practice. Any breakthroughs toward environmental justice at the 
administrative level are easily redirected to reinforce rather than to challenge the unequal 
distribution of rights, benefits, and costs. For this reason, bottom-up approaches toward 
environmental justice, and toward social justice more broadly, might be more effective.  
I have identified moments in the field when moral pressures from local villagers cause 
state agents and founders of Private Initiatives to experience productive situated moral dilemmas 
that demonstrate potential for the “trickling up” of local ideologies. Various institutional and 
social mechanisms exist to protect and insulate professional middle-class moral perspectives, to 
avoid moral discomfort, and to prevent localized redirections of institutional practices, limiting 
the scale and extent of these potentials. This is particularly the case for state agents who are 
regularly transferred and who become strongly disciplined into institutional cultures, but 
founders of Private Initiatives also do not per definition spend sufficient amounts of time in the 
villages to get drawn into local social relations and moral expectations. The existence of these 
mechanisms to morally insulate the professional middle-class suggests that moral pressures can 
form particularly powerful “weapons of the weak” (Scott 1985). I want to emphasize that local 
moral frameworks are not automatically better or more “pure.” As has become obvious from 
Chapter 4, they have also incorporated institutional ideologies and the associated desire for 
increased class mobility. However, increasing class differentiation or localized alliances and 
318 
corruption could be countered if the poorest of the poor find opportunities for moral leverage 
through inclusive and intricate networks of social responsibility.  
Thus, I suggest that engaged anthropologists should examine opportunities to break down 
class-based moral barriers in order to facilitate the reach of these moral pressures. Promoting 
intimate social relations across socio-economic classes could lead to actors searching for social 
approval among different social groups, thereby contributing to situated moral dilemmas and 
bottom-up social justice. This type of engagement is likely more compatible with multi- level 
research, since it based not so much on confrontation as on an acknowledgement of the 
universality of moral struggle and the potentials of friendly, albeit morally uncomfortable, social 
networks. Thus, instead of taking the moral high ground as an angry activist, the researcher 
recognizes his or her complicity and encourages convergences of diverse moral perspectives in 
sustained social contexts (cf. Nader 1972, Crapanzano 1985). Of course, precise strategies to 
more systematically apply bottom-up approaches still need to be devised, but considering that a 
long history of top-down approaches has faced considerable challenges and limitations, this line 
of action certainly appears an attractive alternative.  
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APPENDIX A: INSTITUTIONAL DIAGRAMS 
 
Protected Areas Management 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Uganda Wildlife 
Authority (UWA) 
since 1996 
National Forestry 
Authority (NFA) 
since 2004 
Forest Department 
before 2004 
Game Department 
before 1996 
Uganda National 
Parks 
 before 1996 
Board of Trustees 
Executive Director 
Director Conservation 
Director Tourism and 
Business Services 
Chief Legal & 
Corporate Services 
Director Finance 
7 Conservation Area 
Managers 
Chief Conservation Area 
Management 
Community Conservation 
Coordinator 
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Local Government Structure (primary research areas) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
LC5 District LC4 County LC3 Subcounty LC2 Parish LC1 Zone/Village 
Kabarole 
Kamwenge 
Burahya Ruteete Kiko Makobyo 
Kibale Busiriba Bigodi Bigodi 
Kyabakwerere 
Nkingo 
Nyabubale 
Kasenda Nyabweya Nyabweya A 
Nyabweya B 
Nyabweya C 
Kanyante 
Burahya 
 
Kabarole 
Kabarole Burahya 
 
Kasenda Isunga Isunga 
Iruhuura A 
Iruhuura B 
Nyabinyonyi 
Mahango 
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APPENDIX B: DONOR FUNDING FOR THE ENVIRONMENT IN UGANDA 
 
Below, I have compiled a list of donor funding on environmental projects in Uganda since the 
late 1980s. This list is based on archival research in Uganda and online searches on the major 
donor websites and elsewhere. It is not comprehensive and excludes projects projects that are not 
directly relevant for the purpose of this dissertation, or projects for which I could find no 
information or sufficiently detailed information. For example, some donor projects mentioned in 
Chapter 2, that were active during the time of the 1989 symposium, are not listed here due to 
lack of original documentation. I include the different CARE projects since some of these are 
discussed in Chapter 6, but other Kampala-based NGOs active in the field of conservation 
include Ecotrust, IUCN, the Jane Goodall Institute, NatureUganda, and the World Conservation 
Society. 
 
World Bank 
 Forestry Rehabilitation Program 
 1988-1994; World Bank loan of US$ 13 million  
 Several other donors added funding, in some cases for specific projects: 
 European Commission (the Natural Forest Management and Conservation Project) 
US$ 10 million 
 The Danish International Development Agency US$ 7.5 million 
 Norwegian Development Agency (Peri-Urban Plantations and Integrated Wood 
Farms Project) US$ 2.53 million 
 The United Nations Development Program US$ 1.4 million 
 CARE US$ 0.18 million 
 Protected Area Management and Sustainable Use (PAMSU) project  
 Phase I 1998-2002; World Bank loan of US$ 12.37 million, and a Global 
Environment Facility grant of US$ 2 million 
 Phase II 2002-2007; World Bank loan of US$ 23.4 million, a Global Environment 
Facility grant of US$ 8 million, and a contribution from the budget of the 
Government of Uganda of US$ 3.2 million 
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 Environmental Management Capacity Building Project (EMCBP) 
 Phase I 1995-2001; World Bank loan of US$ 11.8 million, and a contribution from 
the budget of the Government of Uganda of US$ 2.7 million 
 Phase II 2001-2012; World Bank loan of US$ 22 million 
 Additional Finance Phase II 2008-2011; World Bank loan of US$ 15 million 
 
European Commission 
 The Natural Forest Management and Conservation Project 1988-1994 US$ 10 million (as 
also mentioned above under the World Bank Forestry Rehabilitation Program) 
 Uganda Sustainable Tourism Development Program (funding to the Uganda Wildlife 
Authority) 2002-2007 € 5 million 
 EU Support to Promote Private Sector-Oriented Capacity Building and Program 
Development at the Uganda Wildlife Authority 2006-2008 € 1.5 million 
 Forest Resource Management and Conservation Program (funding to the National Forestry 
Authority) 2002-2006 € 12 million 
 Strengthening and Empowering Civil Society for Participatory Forest Management in East 
Africa (CARE EMPAFORM) 2005-2009 € 2.8 million 
 
USAID 
 Biodiversity Grant, through Wildlife Conservation International1, for research in Kibale 
National Park 1989-1991 US$ 247,000 
 Conservation and Management of the Kibale Forest Uganda, through Wildlife Conservation 
International, 1992-1997 US$ 300,000 + US$ 3.7 million 
 Action Program for the Environment (APE) 1991-1998 US$ 30 million 
 Productive Resource Investment for Managing the Environment/ Western Region 
(PRIME/West) 2003-2008 US$ 15 million 
 
CARE projects 
 Development Through Conservation (DTC) 1998-2002 
                                                 
1
 Currently known as Wildlife Conservation Society. 
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 Bwindi Impenetrable National Park and Mgahinga Gorilla National Park; Funded by 
DANIDA through CARE Denmark 
 Queen Elizabeth Protected Area Community Conservation Project (QEPACCP)  
 Phase I 1996-1999 & Phase II 2000-2004; Funded by DANIDA through CARE 
Denmark 
 Rights, Equity, and Protected Area (REPA) Program  
 Phase I 2003-2008 & Phase II 2009-2013; Funded by DANIDA through CARE 
Denmark 
 Strengthening and Empowering Civil Society for Participatory Forest Management in East 
Africa (EMPAFORM) 
 2005-2009 in Kenya, Uganda, and Tanzania; Funded by EU through CARE Denmark 
 Strengthening Local Governance in Natural Resource Management (SLOGIN)  
 2008-2011; Funded by DANIDA through CARE Denmark 
 
